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INTRODU~CTION
0

A key aspect of security in Europe has long been the

relationship between the French and Germans. When the two

countries did not get along, the rest of Europe paid the steep

price of war. By the end of World War II, a war which marked the

third time that France had been invaded by Germany in seventy

years, it becam apparent that reconciliation between the two

peoples would be essential to lasting peace in Europe. To France

and Germany, the task was even more crucial. If they were to

avoid mntual destruction, lasting reconciliation would have to be

achieved.

Great leaders and politicians like Adenauer, de Gaulle and

Robert Schuman all recognized the need for Frerd-i-Gerwuan

reconciliation but their ideas and convictions alone would not be

enough to overcme such a great hurdle. Institutions, as

suggested by Jean Monnet and his belief that "nothing is possible

without people, yet nothing is lasting without institutions,"

would be neoessary. This approach would assure lasting mutual

cooperation and ccmutment to peace through ecomnoic, political

and military integration.

The Franco-German relationship played an important part in

the new European security arrangement by serving as a catalyst for

the early formation and success of such Western European

institutions as the European Ommunity (EC) and Western European

1nio /WrMJ. IT nisrý V-,psr~q shape the character of the North
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Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO). As the years have

* progressed, the Franro-C-Ger relationship has played a major role

in the functioning of these h-stitutions by providing leadership,

initiative, direction, and an example. for more extensive

* integration efforts. In my presentation of the Fraro-German

relationship and its imxrtanpo to Europe, I will intentionally

make little mention of Britain's role. This is because Britain

c &hose, early on, to remain distant frcm the political and ecrxic

process of postwar Europe. Following the war, Britain found

itself in a position of being not quite like Franoe or Germany,

since Britain had won the war, its economy remained relatively

intact and it maintained its Commonwealth ties. Yet, Britain was

no longer the major power that it was. Britain was scmewhere in

* between, struggling to find its role in the new international

scheme of things. Consequently, Britain did not apply for

membership in the Camunity until 1963 (was finally admitted in

• 1973) and never developed the close relationship that existed

between the two largest continental powers, France and West

Germany.

S• Although the EC, NATO and WEJ have taken on varying degrees

of political and eoncomic identity over the years, their

foundations were largely based on issues of security and,

* consequently, security remains a key element. The Franoo-Gennan

relationship has, by playing a crucial role in these institutions,

become an important part of the European security prooess.

The purpose of this thesis will be to provide a study of the

2
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Frarco-German relationship and its role in the security of Western

* Europe from WWII to present. Tis will primarily be done by

illustrating the impact of the FraiD-German relationship on the

West European institutions of the BC, NAMD, and WEXJ, as they

* pertain to security. The nation of security can entail a great

many things. I will, for the most part, deal with the military

aspect of security. Other aspects of security will, however, be

toued upon, with particular attention given to the nation of

economic security. Economic security has been an irportant part

of the relationship between France and West Germany and has at

times, as will be discussed in chapter two dealing with the

European Cummunity, taken precedence over military security

ncerns .

I will attenpt to argue that the major role which the Franco-

German relationship has played in European security, from after

World War II to the present, will continue despite the trying

times of political, economic and military change presently

sweeping across Europe.

This thesis will consist of five chapters. Chapter One will

present the role of the Franco-German relationship in the creation

of the postwar instititions of the European Ecxnanic Community,

NATO, and the Western European Union (WEJ). In Chapter Two, I

will discuss how the French-Germans made use of the European

ommrurity to nurture mTutual cxnfidenae in their relationship and

eventually to exercise strong leadership in the OCmunity and in

the Cuunzity's limited role in security matters. i will uýe

3



Chapter hree to intruduce the 1982 Franco-German defense

initiative aaid cther Frao-Grman cooprative efforts in defense,

such as joint exercises and the introduction of the Fik-rco-German

Brigade, and I will discuss their impact on NAO and searity in

* Europe. Chapter Four will be devoted to discussing the impact of

the Franco-Gernan relationship on the WEU. The final chapter will

be used to introduce the current changes taking place in Eurupe,

* especially the issue of German unification, and will discuss their

impact on the institutions of the EC, NAMO and WEIJ. I will then

discuss why and how I believe the Franco-G an relationship will

be able to survive the current turmoil and continue to play a

leading role in the emerging new European political, enomiic and

military landscape.

4
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THE POST FRANCD-G N RELATIONICHIP ANf ME D;STrICONS
OF WESTERN £VIWPE

Immediately after WWII, the overriding concern of the nations

of Europe was to ensure that stact a war wmuad never again occur.

For many, that meant finding a solution to the German problem, or

the problem of trying to fit a united and growing Germany,

possessing threatening economic and military potential, into an
0

already cramped and established Europe of nation-states. Only by

finding a solution to this problem, the base of conflict in Europe

for more than a century, cld there be hopes of lasting peace for

the peoples of Europe.

The postwar set-up of military zones by the occupying powers

of the U.S., Russia, Great Britain, and later France, was largely

designed to assist in the solution. The ooc.pation arrangement

was to be temporary until the allies could determine the best way

to reestablish a new Germany with guaranteed safe~paids against

any future German military threat or aggression.

An additional requirement for lasting peace in Europe, for

which there was little taste in 1945, was the need for

reconciliation between two of the greatest nations of Europe:

Ftanoe and Germany. Mutual distruast and hatred between the two

countries had led to three wars in seventy years and nrmerous

military conflicts for centuries. To overcome such historical

5



animosity would not be an easy task, especially immediately after

*WII when the reports of the atrocities of German prison camps andr

the misdeeds and exploitation of the German oocupation foroes in

France were just ,tarting to come to the fore. Shortly after the

war, one and a half million prisoners of war and deported workers

returned frm Germany. Other figures revealed that of 108,000

French "racial" deportees, only 3,500 survived ard of 112,000

• Resistance and political deportees, only 35,000 came hcue. 1 The

hatred between the two countries was well founded and well

entrenched after the second World Wer.

- Ironically, the first talk of a need for a new understanding

between the French and Germans was heard from the French

rzi .stane2 Perhaps, as soldiers, their firsthaxrl experience of

* the terrible manifestations of such hatred made clear the

paramount need for reconciliation. Unfortunately, there were few

who would listen in 1945. At that time, it was unimaginable, that

* in just seventeen years the leader of the Free French invreent, as

head of the French state, would hail the Franco-German partrership

before cheering crowds of Germans. 3

* In this, the first chapter of the thesis, I w..ll present a

historical account of the early evolution of the Franc-German

relationship and its importance to European integration efforts

* immediately following WWII. This will provide the groundwork

necessary for later chapters and will assist the reader in

understamiing why the relationsh-iip continues to play such an

* important role in European security as affected by the

6



Institutions of the European Owmmunity, NATO and WEJ.

I will begin by discussing the evolution of the Francc-rGman

relationship just after the war and shcw bow and why the deep

hatred between the two turned into mutual cocperation and

friendship. I will show why concern over security remains at the

heart of the relationship and why the idea of nutual trust is so

important. Early mortivations for seeking rapprocheent, the

influenoe of leaders like de Gaulle and Adenauer, and the ups and

downs of the relationship will be presented. I will then discuss

the important role ftwc-German rapprocherent played in early

efforts to institutionalize European integration in the form of

the Schuman Plan, European Defense Crxmmnity and Western European

Union. Finally, I will discuss the cultural, eonomic and

political events leading up to the Franc-German Treaty of 1963,

as well as the agreement's content.

De Gaulle and French Security Ooncerns

Innediately following the war, the French, led by the

powerful personality of Charles De Gaulle, were little interested

in rapprochement with Genr ny. Instead, the single most inportant

objective was to ensure that French security concer~s were

satisfied with respect to the formation of a future German nation.

1The French not only wanted the assurance that a postwar Germany

would never be able to establish a militaxy power and once again

threaten psaoe and cause havoc on the peoples of Europe, but

1inus1tied that France's own specific security ooncerns myrited

their say in how the settlement wculd oame about. De Gaulle, in

7



his September 1944 adress to the Conseil National de la

SFResistanc, ear#asized that "the decisions which tomorrow will

determine the fate of Germany should not be discu-ssed and opted

witut France... To decide without Frarn anything that coroexn

D are wuIld be a grave error."4 He told President Truman in

August of 1945 that the German Questicn was a Frerxi Lxiroern

dating back centuries. He ephasized that in the three invasions

* of France by Germany in the past seventy years Franc had lost

men, property, and national unity. I-Tance, therefore, had the

right and duty to demand guarantees for its own security. ZJ1ese

* rights included the separation of the Phineland frim the future

German state, internationalization of the Ruhr region, the

eooncac merging of the Saar with France, and the abolition of

* centralized power in Germany.5

France's insistemoe an the above mentioned guarantees for

security resulted in what the other allies perceived as extremely

Suncooperative and often disruptive IA~havior with vespect to

negotiations angq the ocovpying powers of the military zones (and

would also put a strain on Fvanco-Gennan relations and ldrider

* Dircpean integration efforts for years to follow). French

intransigene, particularly with respect to any proposals hinting

toward the centralization of German administration, resulted in

- France's continued use of its veto power and the subsequent

stifling of the Ccntrrl ncib~il.

As the French continued to maintain their unyielding

* approach, juch more significant differences wre emecging betwen
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the East and West on the future political, ecorimuc, and military

* make-up of the new Germany. Things came. to a head in April of

1947 with the creation of the US-British bizone, originally an

ecorkmic fusion of the tvo military zones. Mie action seemed

Ssimultanecusly to signal the auceleration of the Cold War, a death

blow to a satisfactory solution to the German Question, and bring

a change in heart on the French position.

The Frernch Begin to BendI:

Integration as a Solution to the German problem Is

Thp successful formation of the bizone and the mounting

tension between East and West led Frarne to the conclusion that it

needed to coopexate or risk being left to the side. Georges

Bidault, the French Foreign Minister, anwncued to the National

* Assembly that Frarxe now conceived of the solution to the German

Problem as "the integration of a peaoeful Germany in a udited

Europe, a Europe in which the Germans, feeling secure in their

position, will be able to give up all idea of domirating Eurcpe.'' 6

Bidault's statement opened the way for the Lcidon COnferenoe

of early 1948 in which France agreed to discuss the possibility of

da t-izoUn- fusion. But the resulting Landon agrAeanrJZ1 ts only

increased tensions. France felt ignored over the WVstern allies'

pressing neec6 for Germany in the wider East-West secarity

scenario. Finding thesAelves at the lower end of the bargaining

table, the French found it necessary to m~ake omaprcnises. in

allowing scme oentralization of Germany and agreeing to an

arrangement in wtdch the eventual oontrol of Ruhr assets would be

9



given to the representative goverrment of Germany. 7he cost of

the French onrcessions was the formation of the International

Authority for the Fwhr (IAR), designed to ensure the ecnmic

security of France by assuring it supplies of German coal, and the

creation of the Military Security Board to "ensure the mairtexaIce

of disarmament and demilitarization in the interests of security

[and] carry out the prcper inspections and make the necessary

rectuuedations to the military governors, who decide the action

to be taken."

The london Agreements worsened Franco-German relations. The

Germans, of course, resented the French imposed shackles of the

IAR and Military Security Board; they would remain continued

reminders of Germany's subservient status and of French distrust.

Strong French criticism of the Agreements, considered as needless

yielding to American pressure and providing too weak guarantees to

security', further fueled German resentment. 8 Fifteen mnths after

tha Iondon Agreements, when the French finally aciquiesced to the

forming of the trizone or fusion of the Western zones, tensions

between Fance and Germany wre still high.

Adenauer Gives Ipetus to Idea of Franc*Q-gaemn

Reconciliation in the Realm of Wider ELUrD Ite gra

In his speech to the Allied High 0ummission on 21 Septanber

1949, Konrad Adenauer publicly regnized the significarnc• of the

formation of the new federal German government and politely

thanked the Allies for their efforts in saving the German people

frcn starvation. But Adenauer also made it clear that he did nort

10



see the formation of the federal government as a means and ends in

itself. Further freedoms and the true power of .elf-goVerrmment

were still to be had. He also emphasized that Germany iWld work

in close economic cooperation with other nations, with a viable

European federation as the ultimate goal.9

During the months that followed the inauguration of the

federal German goverrzent, Konr-ad Adenauer, and his vision of

Germany in an integrated Europe, were to play a crucial role in

the eventual improvement of Franco-Gernan relations and the

acceptance of West Germany, through emerging international

institutions, as an equal partner with other Western nations.

As he points out in his -rcmirs, Adenauer, from the very

start of the Federal Pepublic, continually sought to attain full

sovereignty for his octxnty. 1 0 He recognized that this had to be

done gradually, often at the expense of sharp criticism from his

fellow countrymen who wanted all, too quickly to shed the

restraints and controls of the occupying powers. Adenauer's view

was - of a larger picture of Gerrany and its place in the

e-eigign Eurx--e of the mid=twentieth centurny. .He realized that

the integration of West Germany into the West was the most

favorable course of action since the original goal of reunifying

Germany was fast fading in light of the increased repression of

democracy in the Soviet occupied military zone. Adenauer saw

alignment with the West as the only means of eventual

reunification of Germany in freedom.1 1

Having made the choice to align with the West, Adenauer11I



established the basic principles upon which he ba.ed his policy in

* dealing with the High Ommission: the well-beirg of West Germarrj,

recorniliation with France, and the unification of Europe. To

this end he fought strongly with the High Comnissioners for

Germany's imediate return to e nic and political independence,

knowing full well his strong card lay in the fact that the

political and econoic success of Western Germany was in the vital

security interests of the West. Adenauer also recognized that the

new Germany had to avoid the dangers of "nationalistic blindness"

and "Im•ral slackening" first, by seeking reconciliation with

France, and second by working untiringly toard the integration of

Western Europe.12

Although the events of 21 September 1949 were relatively

upbeat, the underlying tensions between Germany and the allies,

particulary France, could not be ignored. In the nine months that

followed, Franco-German relations would reach their lowest point

sinoe the end of the war. 13 Tensions between France and Germany

would increase with the passing of sever-l major events: the

French Assembly debates on the Atlantic Pact and Council of

SEurope, the Petersburg Protocol, the Franco-Saar Conventions, and

finally the proposal for Franco-Cerman union by Konrad Adenauer.

For several months following the July-August Fren debates

4n the Atlantic Pact and the Council of Euroe, the repexcussions

of the publicly expressed negative attitudes on the part of many

Frenc•i politicians, in partiullar the continued fear of Germany

al ~WJ.6AA 6A', '-d. A-C
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members of the extre• left and right parties, hindered relations

between the two countries. Reservations on the part of the French

guv'errmnt toward the eventual admission of West Germany to the

existing organizations of Western Europe only fueled mistrust

between the two countries and made clear France's unprepareness

for reconciliation with Germany.

Te Petersburg Protocol, preceded by Adenauer's oncession of

German willingness to participate in the International Authority

for the Ruhr (IAR) and to support the work of the Military

Security Board as an attempt to break the diplomatic deadlock,

likewise did little to further Frarw-German relations. The 24

November signing of the Petersburg Protocol, by the Allies and the

federal goverrment, stated as its prinary objective the

integration of the Federal Republic as a peaceful member of the

European community. It also recovmerded West German memership to

the ouncil of Europe, receipt of Marshall Plan aid, and cessation

of the dismantling of German industries. 1 4 The Fjre reaction to

the agreexent was generally one of disdain. They resented the

decision readied at the international level ard viewe tihe

protocol as a step in the wrong diretion, furthering

centralization in Germany and threatening French security. The

Gau-llists reaction to worsening Frwxx)-German relations was to

erphasize their vision of a new Europe, the kernel of which would

be a "Franco-German entente, an entente that will for the most

part resolve the specifically Fraco-German problems... A direct

entente, without intenrediary.'' 1 5 As aocurate as the Gaullists'

13
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vision has proven itself to be, the relationship at this

particular time in history was worsening rather than improving.

Additicnally, another major cbstacle lay in the path of Franco-

German reconciliation: the Saar problem.

The economic union of the Saar with France, coupleted on 1

April 1948, was still a serious point of contention between the

two contries. the problem was great enough that it tended to

distort all relations between the countries and magnify any

grievances. 1 6 The Saar Conventions, signed on March 3, 1950, were

designed to "perpetuate the autonmy of the Saar in the framework

of the Frarnc-Saar economic union."'1 7 The Saar Conventions had

the effect of reinforcing French control over the Saar,

infuriating the Germans and adding to the mistrust and deepening

divide between the ccuntries.

bdenauer's Call for French-German Union

Adenauer, in recognizing the dreadful state of Franco-German

relations, and subsequently the stifled progress towards true

peace and integration of Europe, made a bold and profound gesture

on 9 March, just days after the Saar convention. On this day,

Adenauer suggested the cxrplete unification of France and Germany

beginning with a "custams union and a custams parliament like

those which unified GermmTy after the Napoleonic wars." Once

established, govermnt appointed representatives would work with

this economic parliament toward the cxmplete unification of the

two countries. In light of the difficulty being experienced by

the Cmrncil of Europe, this plan, aooording to Adenauer,

14



represented "the sole possibility for achieving European unity. 1118

The proposal was not taken seriously by the French. Te_

French reaction was more of disbelief, figuring that it was

another ploy by Adenauer to appease the Americans. crnequnrtly,

no official action was taken. 1 9 There was a response, howver,

from the Gaullist camp. In an interview on 16 March 1950, de

Gaulle was asked to cnmmwnt on Adenauer's prposal for Franco-

German unity. His reply included his support of the Franco-Gerxman

Saar union, but also his deep conviction that "the fate of

European and in a large mnasure that of the world" was dependent

on yrarc-G n relations. 2 0

The importance of Franco-German rapprochement to peace in

Europe was clear. A healthy Frani-Genran relationship was both

essential and paramount to the launching of Western European

integration and the hopes of lasting peace in Europe. Few could

argue otherwise. The problem was how to overcom the great

inpasse in Frano-CGerman relations in a way which would satisfy

the nationalistic needs of the renewed Federal Republic of Germany

while adequately addressing the security concerns of France and

the rest of Western Europe.

7he solution to suc& a formidable impasse would require a

profound new aproach to European integration, ane which would

eventually be offered by the Foreign Minister of France.

One Schuman Plan as the Answe•

On May 9, 1950, Robert Schuman revealed a proposal that would

break the Franc-German deadlock and laurch European integration.

15



Schuman announoed Jean ?onnet's plan for the European Coal and

Steel cammity which would "plaue all Frarco-German coal and

steel production under a commn High Authority, in an organization

open to the participation of the other countries of Europe." The

0 pooling of coal and steel production, said Schuman, would

immediately "assure the establishment of cTumcn bases for economac

development, which is the first stage for European federation, and

will change the destiny of those regions which have long been

devoted to the production of arms to which they themselves wre

the first to fail constantly victim".21 Although the proposal was

economic in nature, the primary motive was political: "to end

Franco-German hostility once and for all," as Schuman later

wrote. 2 2 The ESC Treaty, also knwn as the Paris Treaty, was

signed on 18 April, 1951.

For France, this represented a radical now departure: a

policy of security through co-operation with West Germnany rather

than by defensive alliances. Security planning seemed to dominate

the French decision to offer the Schuman plan. An April 1950

mmurandum to Prire Minister Bidault described te BSC ca a ieans

of controlling West German industrial revitalization and of

eliminating the possibility of renewed F'rerd-West German

hostilities. 2 3 West Germany's Adenauer also embraoed the idea as

it promised to pit the Federal Republic on equal terms in the

international ormmatity and would firmly attach West Germany to
the West.24

The Schumran Plan offered a viable meanrs to put an end to
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Franoo-rný hostility, to include opening the way for an

* eventual settlement on the Saar issue by placing the Saar in the

hands of the ECSC's High Authority. The BCSC represented a

practical and long lasting way for the two countries to build the

trust and confidence in one another essential for creating the

close bilateral relationship which would emerge in the years and

decades following the signhig of the ECSC Treaty on 18 April 1951.

SAdenauer had no reservations about pointing cut the importance of

building this trust: "For Germany and for Europe everything

depended on overcomiig the mistrust that had fed on three Franco-

* German wars.v12 5

The Frano0-Genman relationship was a catalyst in the process

of forming one of the earliest and most important institutions of

SEuropean integration. The arrangement also had considerable

izpact on future security in Western Europe. The ECSC, in theory,

would make war inpossible because the basic rescurces of war -

* iron, coal and steel- would be tied up in a supranational body,

making the launching of another major European conflict by a

single nation inpossible. 2 6

Zfe Pleven Plan: Failed Attemt at Tntegrati•n Defense

In as muc:h as the Schuman Plan, based on the idea of eccnic

integration, was a sucoess, the first efforts toward defense

0 integration in Western Europe were a dismal failure. Schuman's

hopes that the ECSC woild prepare the way for the gradual

intagration of Western Europe were shattered wi th the news of the

invasion of South Korea by the Oamriast North on Jine 25, 1950.27
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Te parallel between the invasion of the divided Koreas ard

the divided Germanies was all too cbvious. This, oombined with

the heavy cxmmitment of U.S. troops to the Korean conflict, led

the United States to review its defense structure; the xornclusion

was that NATO forces in Europe were inadequate to repel a

conventional attack from the east. 2 8 Intensive pressure by the

U.S. for the rearmament of West Germany and for its participation

in Western security followed.

The idea of reanmuir the Germans and the renewed existence of

a German army alarmed West Germany's immediate neighbors,

particularly France. However, considering that the U.S. held most

of the cards in the form of Marshall aid that could be tied to the

reazmarmnt of Germany as well as the threat of omplete withdrawal

from Western Europe, the eventual rearmament of GeruaIy was likely

to ocur. On October 24, French Prime Minister, Rene Pleven,

proposed a omprcmise solution that would meet the U.S. demands

for the rearmament of Germany while satisfying West Germany's

neighbors' fears of an autoncnams Germany army. Under the Pleven

plan, a European international army would be created to which

Germany would ommit all of its troops, while the other

participants would oammit only a portion of their armies.29

A Treaty on the proposed European Defense Ccmunity (EDC) was

signed in May of 1952 under a shroud of controversy and

disagreement. The subsequent ratification debates in the Fench

National Assembly revealed a deep division among the Frexnh.

turinrrtexs claimed that the EDC would prevent the creation of an
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autonamus German national atrjy, and further Franco-Genan

rapp•rochent and Eurcpean integration. 3 0 Cpposing views varied

considerably, from outright refusal of German rearmament, to

reluctance to accept the idea because of the perceived loss of

Fremb, sovereignty, to belief that the plan would hinder Eurcpean

integration. 3 1 Mve furious debates which follwed, due as Kuch to

the conflict among political parties characteristic of internal

French politics of the time as to disagreeent on the EDC issue,

ended with the failure of the French to ratify the treaty. Paul

Reyrard lamneted afterwards that a "great French idea" had been

killed. 3 2 ,he anti-German sentiment expressed in the debates

proupted Adenauer's expression of his disappointment with the

French attitude. "We Germans," he told the French, "have on

nm rous occasions spoken of, and equally given proof of, our

goodwill toward France and our firm resolution to make common

cause with France in the future; in my opinion, one ought not to

waken distrust... distrust is contagious, and provokes more

distrust."3 3 The French failure to ratify the Treaty, cirbined

with the absence of the British, and the opposition of the

Italians, led to the death of the EDC as well as the parallel wrk

which had begun on the makings of a European Political Cummunity.

With the defeat of the EDC, Euroean unification was broxuht

to a standstill. The plan's defeat brought a wave of anti-French

sentiment from Western Europe and the United States. The French

had seemingly betrayed the very unification movement which they

had given life to with the introduction of the Schuman plan and
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had done so in a manner that revealed anti-German as well as anti-

European tendencies.34

The British Pposal for the W~J

The idea of European unity had reached an inpasse with the

failure of the EDC and finding a way to overoume the predicament

was becoming more and more urgent as the need for West Germany to

join NAO was growing, the ECSC was under siege, and the Saar

problem was worsenin with the majority of its people voting to

rejoin West Germany. The British Foreign Secretary Anthony Eden

sensed the urgency of the situation and was determined to find a

solution. After long oontemplation, he came up with the

alternative to the EDC for which he had been desperately seeking.

Realizing that ary solution wc~uld have to includc Wst Germany,'s

admission to NATO as well as win the consent of France, he decided

that the Brussels Treaty could be used to do the job. 3 5 Until

that time, the Brussels Treaty, signed in March of 1948, by

Britain, France, and the Benelux countries, had served as little

more tan a mutual-defense agreement, and had been largely

Superseded by iN.TO.36

Eden's idea offered several imaginative approaches to the

probles of the failed EDC. Eden's proposed extension of the

Brussels Treaty would do away with the supranational features

offered by the EDC and would additionally include the active

participation of Britain; the failure of the British to

participate in the EDC was considered by scme to be one of the

major contributors to the EDC's demise. The Western European
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Union (WEu), as it was later called, wold include Italy and West

Geimwny. A major stumbling block to Eden's plan, however, was

France's original refusal to allow West Germany to join NATO.

Eden's efforts to convince the French that West Germany

should become a member of NAM finally paid off when, during the

September 28- October 3, 1954 Lronon conferenc, Pierre Mend4s-

France, the Frenc Premier, announced that he had changed his

mind. He set forth three prerequisites for the Federal Republic's

admission to the Atlantic Pact: adoption of controls on German

rearmament, agreement on the Saar, and a promise by Britain and

the U.S. to keep troops in Eurcpe for fifty years. 3 7 Mends-

France's first concern, the control of German rearmament, was

later to be addressed by the Armaments Control Agency, under the

control of the Council of the WEJ, arid by NAMO, wh,,ose cormanuer

would exercise supreve authority over all NAO troops in Europe. 3 8

His insistence on a resolution to the Saar problem was at first

delayed but finally resolved after an agreement was reached

between France and West Germany on June 5, 1956. Ihe Saar was

officially united with West Germany on January 1, 1957, giving a

substantial boost to Franco-German rapprochement. Mendes-France's

request for British and American mmibtment to the continent

resulted in renewed guarantees from the Americans and the historic

announceaent by Eden that Britain would maintain four divisions

and a tactical air force in Europe for at least the fifty-year

duration of the Brussels Treaty.

TheI WEU proposal by Britain., an attempt to resolve the
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inpasse among the allies on the Gernvan problem of reamarrent and

zend irreocnciilable differenes between France and Germany, would

have a major irpact on the nature of European defense for decades

to follow. Although the operational defense responsibilities of

the WEJ would be delegated to NATO in the years which followed,

the signing of the WEU agreement in London on October 3, 1954, and

the subsequent Paris agremnts signed later that month, resulted

in the end of the ocu.paticn in Germany, the regaining of

sovereignty by West Germany, the admission of the Federal Republic

and Italy to the Brussels Pact, and the invitation to West Germany

to join NAMo.

The success of the WEX, and earlier ECSC, lay in the ability

of both plans to adequately -_ricme Franco-German mistrust and

differences while providing a stepping stone towards greater

European unity and lasting peace in Europe. The Franco-Gezman

relationship thus served as a catalyst to early European

integration efforts and profoundly influenced the character of the

institutions of the WEU, ECSC and NAMt.

Mge Franco-Ge(r=a Treat-y of gotion_

The suocess of the EC$C and WELJ also had the effect of

creating a feeling of goodwill between the two countries, giving a

cot-siderable boost to the ongoing efforts behind the scenes to

improve Fraio-Genran relations. Since the end of World War II,

private individuals, ciurdhes and political groups had been

wo9rkh1-t to iMprove F'ax-German relations at the "pecple level"

where they felt true reconciliation of the two countries had to

22
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begin. To this end, numerous Frerch-German societies and

associations Were formed. By 1959, some 35 Franc-German

societies had been officially reognized. 3 9 M-.e Sister City

Mvement, involving local carunity mayors of neighboring French

and German toins, also began shortly after tie war and played an

i~portant role in the recncriliation of the two peoples.40 on

the hisuess level, business leaders had begun to expand trade

relations and promote exchanges betwen business men as early as

1949.41

The mcmenttum of these personal, cultural and econxmic

exchanges provided an excellent example to those who were

carefully watching the progress of early European cooperation and

integration efforts, and eventually, along with the political

develcpmnts from 1954 to 1963, led to the institutionalization of

the F c r relationship in the form of the 1963 Franco-

German Friendship Treaty.

Since the signing of the WEJ agreement in 1954, several

important political events ocoanxed which would also have an

impact on the signing of the Franc,-German Treaty in 1963. De

Gaulle came to power in 1959 as the first. president of the French

Fifth Republic. The powers that the new Frenh constitution

invested in the president and de Gaulle's own strong personality

combxined to put the General in a position of leadership in the

emerging new European political order of the late 50's and 60's.

'wo of de Gaulle's stronger convictions, his desire to keep the

British from rivaling rTanreis center position of puwg euAA
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influence in the OCmiunty and his push for a more cofederated

Europe, played an important role in his decision to sign the

Franc-German friendship treaty in 1963.

De Gaulle's efforts to further the idea of a more confederate

Eurpean structure bad failed when, on 17 April 1962, a Paris

meeting of the Cxmiunity foreign ministers resulted in a tabling

of any plans for a political union of Europe. Wien the British

applied for rirbership to the ommunity a short time after, in

January of 1963, their application was vetoed by de Gaulle who was

not about to see France's position of power in a non-confederate

Europe ourprcmnaed. De Gaulle then pushed to speed up the signing

of the Franc-German treaty requested by West Germany. By

signing the treaty, the General gained the advantage of

enhancing France's power and influence in Europe at a time when

Britain was knocking at the door. He also kept alive his idea for

a more confederated Europe because the treaty set up the means for

closer oocperation between the two countries which were strikingly

similar to those de Gaulle had suggested for a European

confederation. 4 2

The timing of the signing of the Franco-German treaty also

told something about the West German leader Konrad Adenauer.

Franco-German zxecciliation had long been a high priority of the

charxellor. Adenauer pushed for the signing of the treaty which

would have to be ratified by the Buntestag and which would

represent a more significant and longer lasting cumuitment than a

protocol (an alternative with which de Gaulle originally would

24



have been satisfied).43 The fact that Adenauer signed the treaty

so soon after the veto of the British application for membership

to the Qmwuity was indicative of the priority Adenauer gave to

Franc-German relations above all else, save the American nuclear

guarantee.

The Treaty of Cooperation established guidelines for highly

structure cia nication and coordination between the two

countries. Particularly significant was the program set up for

regular meetings between French and Genran heads of state and

governments. The heads of state and government would meet at

least twice a year, the foreign ministers, ministers of defeme,

and education ministers every three months, and the youth and

sports cmwnissioners every two months. 4 4 Thes meetings, now I

known as Franc-German biannual summits and their interim

coordination meetings, not only strengthened the relatinhip over

the years, but have hMlped the Franco-German partnership to play a

crucial role as leader and initiator in European affairs.

The second portion of the Treaty required that "the two

Governments consult each other on all important matters of mutual

interest, with a view to reading, insofar as possible, a similar

position." In defense matters, strategy and tactics were to be

coordinated, personnel exdWngared, and armanwnt programs shared.45

The 1963 Treaty of Coeration also gave added inpetus to the

existirgj cultural and personal exchange program between the two

countries. As an example, until 1962, some 126 town twinrungs bad

tee a~rve~ ~yi9 3 - i~...-1 U %---- .-- A- 46
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The signing of the Franco-German Treaty of Cooperation in

1963 was the crowning achievement of years of effort to overcme

the differences between the two countries. M-e Treaty also

reprxsented the potential for a new motor for Europeanr unity in

the form of a Ftranco-German core of consensus and cooperation.

Unfortunately, divergences in foreign policy objectives and

changes in the international climate emerged shortly after the

signing of the Treaty and effectively stifled the potential of

the relationship to contribute to European unity. Disagreemefts

about the Anglo-Saxon influence in Europe, de Gaulle's courtship

of Russia, and Germany's Ostpolitik are just a few of the events

which contributed to difficulties. Any contribution to Eu.rpean

security by the Franco-German relationship would be temporarily

delayed until the relations-hip had tirme to grow, until the wmtual

trust ard confidence between the two partners was well established

and the relationship earned the respect of their European

neighbors. Additionally, tire would be needed before the wounds

of the EDC's failure healed and talk of any kind of European

integrated defense effort would be tolerated.

In this chapter I have discussed the early evolution of the

Fraro-German relationship from one of hatred to wtual

cooperation. In discussing the reasons each country had for

seeking more friendly relations, the role of the countries'

leaders in developing the relationship, and the efforts by others

to tie Franco-German rapprochement in to institutional approaches

to European integration, I have shown Lhat security was, and
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conrtinues to be, a central corimen- of the relationship and that

the ability of the Frenrd and Germans to cverome their muitual

hatred and distrust is essential to lasting peaoe in Euroe. I_-

have disc•ssed the important role the relationship played as a

catalyst to early European integration efforts and have o luled

with a presentation of the Franco-German Treaty as proof of how

far along the notion of Franro-Ge-nan -appromament had developed

by 1963.

Having laid the gritrdwork for a better understanding of the

inportance of Franr -Geizan rapprocherent to European security, I

will begin the subsequent chapters in which I will discuss the

role of the Frarco-Geran relationship and how it affects Eropean

security through the institutions of the Eropean Cmmxuuity, NATO

and the WEU.
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CAiPrE II

ME FRANO-GE N UELATIONSHIP AND ITS IMPACr ON
SBC M WMI THIN R E PEAN CflOM (BC)

The previous chapter ended with an explanation of why the

fta=-Germ Treaty of 1963 marked a high point in relations

between the two countries and why, because of a rumi)er of

differences in political objectives ard the taboo associated with

defense cooperation after the defeat of the EDC, significant

progress in the area of security cooperation would have to wait.

Time would first be needed for the relationship to grow, for

mutual trust and confidence to be huilt, and for the Franc-German

relationship to earn the respect of its Ert•ean neighbors.

The vehicle which the F'rerch and Germans used to foster their

relationship was the European OmCwunity (E)C). In this chapter, I

will discuss how, within the confines of the EC, the Franco-German

relationship proved its worth as a dynamo for DEropean unity,

sered its role as initiator and leader of the EC, served as a

= Idel of bilateral cooperaticn, and later, as the Co,_iiity began_

to concern itself with security matters, actively affected

LUrcpean security.

I will accomplish this by first explaining the different

aspects of security upon which the European Qmtmunity potentially

can have an impact. I will then explain how the FrcvxxGrzan

partnership first established itself as a leader in BC policy

durirn the tine when the BC ionfined itself to ncostly ecoxr ic-
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secu :ity matters. I will then discuss how the BC became involved

in political-security matters, established the European Political
0

Ommunity (EPC), and later became involved in defense matters.

During each of these phases of the BC's progressive involvement in

matters of security, I will discuss the. inpact and importance of
S

the FrancD-German relationship.

Security, as it pertains to the European umminity, can be

can be defined in term of territorial integrity, political

sovereigrty, unimpeded trade flow, and domestic and regional

stability. Territorial integrity describes the more common use of

the term secwrity and relates not only to the hysical defense of

Europe against the Warsaw Pact but also to the presence and

inuement of foreign or allied troops within a country's

boundaries. Political soverignty, or the political dinension of

security, deals with policy making and reaction to Soviet threats

and blackmail as well as U.S. pressure for Euroeans to accept

certain policies. The need for unrestricted trade flow, or the

eoocrt-ic dirension of security, txoudlhes upon such concets as the

vulnerability of the West's dependence on world trade w-d the

protection of the transport and trade of raw uaterials,
0

particularly oil. Domestic and regional stability concerns

suggest that the legitimacy and support of the European Cummunity

depends on the efficiency of the EC and the growth of the

oXmVUnity. .

The European Cummnity, since its conception, has taken

action which has had an imrpact on various eoncmic as well as snem
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political aspects of security as mentioned above. Mhe majority of

political and all of the military aspects of seirity, however,

were left to NATO until recently. The advent of European

Political Cooperation (EPC) in 1969/70 opened the door for EC

dealings on the political dimension of security and the Single

European act of 1987, amenrding the Treaty of Rawe, authorized the

EC to deal. with defense uatters in recognition that greater

cooperation in the defense sector would be essential to the

continued inte-ration of the European econrmy.

The delay in the EC's dealing with the higher aspects of

security, as relating to politics and defense, was due to the

accepted wisdon in the 60s that European cooperation had to be

built, slowly and irdirectly, through economic cooperation and

social. integration. The process was slow but very inportant. It

was inportant to the nations of Europe to advance gradually, and

recover from the failure of the EDC, before taking any further

steps toward the 'higher politics' of foreign policy and defense

where the sovereignty of the nation state would be most at stake. 2

The gradual pace of European unity within the confines of the

European Coammity were also irportant to the Franoo-Grmn

relationship, for it was within the EC that the Frarc-German

partnership fostered and gained credibility. The absence of

Great Britain in the Owmmnuity until 1973 helped the Fxanco-German

relatiorusip to establish itself as the leader and dynamo of the

Eurmpean rmmunity. The confidence and clout that the Frarn-

GenT'rAn ru - - *~shil wit & %,Am,- "P-~-".Z, c j3
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of the BC enabled the relationship to =ake the jump to higher

levels of cooperaticn and paved the way to their 1982 bilateral

defense initiative.

Econmic Aspets of the PC

7he Prarco-German relationship has served as the core and

motor of the European Caumunity. The initiatives and strong

oonsensus provided by these two countries has been a major force

* directing the European omrunity policy since the EC's conception.

The immense influence of the .Franco-German relationship within the

EC proapted the couuent frtm Jercue Vigon, chief advisor of EC

Counission President Jacques Delors, that "no important

develomuent in the European omuninty has ever occurred without

the initiative, or at least the goodwill, of France and Germany.'' 3

This is, in part, due to the political and ecorzmic clout shared

by these two countries. Together they make up 41% of intra-EC

trade, 54% of the ECE's value, and contribute 47% of the EC's

G~p. 4 But the countries mxst effectively manipulate that clout

within the framework of the OCmmunity in order to influence

decisions. It is imit•at, therefore, to analyze just ha.j

* FYrc-German bilateral cooerati.on contributes to the leadership

role that France and West Germany play in Crxmrnity affairs, and

how policy decisions in the Cummunity are influenced by the

* Bilateral relationship. This can best be done by studying how

Fanco-German cooperation operates in each of characteristic

institutions of the Eurwpean mmzunity.

I Me Eu~rtpean Cmuncil. The cmmvunity "institution" upon which
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Srrx-German bilateral cooperation has the most profound

influence is the European Council. Mie European Council actually

exists outside of the official Ckmmmity institutions, yet it is

an important initiating and decision-making body. The influence

of the European council has grown to the point that it is now the

pace setter for policy-making in the Cazminty. 5 The role of the

Erpean Coucil has also grown over the years. The holding of

regular summit neetings by the Heads of State and Goverrmnt was

agreed to at the 1969 Hague Conference. In 1974, the Heads of

State a-greed to meet three tines a year in formal "summit"

meetings with the purpose of providing strategic direction and to

resolve issues that the Qminil of Ministers and Camnission had

not been able to resolve by the normal BC process. The European

CrA.ril was given legal -ecognition in 1974 under thc Single

European APt.6

Euroean Council summit meetings are extremely influential in

Cmmruity policy-making for a number of reasons. The sumnit

meetings (which ocxor at least twice a year as defined by the

Single European Act) are highly visible affairs and can play an

inportant role in swaying piblic opinion on given Ocmmnity

policies. They also provide a platform for initiatives to be

presented. Finally, many of the ore difficult issues that cannot

be solved by the Council of Ministers or Cmnission, or whir- are

too politically controversial at such levels, are left for the

Heads of State to resolve.

Franie and Germany have together been particularly adept at
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taking advanitage of the pow~er of the European Council in

influencing Community policies. The two countries have been able

to benefit by reaching a prior consensus on issues that are raised

at the summit meietings. The coordination most often occurs in

Franco-Gelrman bilateral summit oonferenes which are strategically

plarxed to take plaoe just prior to Community summit meetings.

France and West Gernany then attend the European summit as a

unified block. Such tactics have allowed the Franx-German

relationship to play a strong leadership role in the workings of

the European Council.

The Eurcpan Council has replaced the Commission as the motor

of the Ctumunity. This was especially true during the Giscard

d'Estaing-Schmidt era when the two cooperated closely to form a

notable leadership role in the European Cxvuncil. 7 By playirn such

an inportant role in the most influential decision-making body of

the EC, the Franco-German relationship subsequently plays a major

role in EC policy decisions.

Uie Council of Ministers Within the boundaries of official

COumunity institutions, the council is the most powerful in that

it makes the final decision on Community affairs and policies. It

is also the institution in which the member country guverrmnants

have the most influence. Again. the FTaxv-ean axis plays a

major role in its operation.

As an example, wnen the diffem-nt midisters of the twelve

member countries get together to discuss an issue, a previously

reached agreement by French and German ministers may sezve as a0



core of censenos that eventually leads to a Francor-German

leadership role in the discussion prces on that issue.

M-is is especially true in the Political Coeraticn (Poco)

forum of the Ozuncil of Ministers whereby the EC foreign ministers

meet to discuss the coordinaticn of foreign policy. 8

Rven it is time for an eventual decision, the Franco-German

axis holds considerable weight in the "blocking game." Since the

total nrmber of votes in the Cournil is 76, the necessary amount

of votes needed to block a qualified majority is 23. France and

Germany have ten votes each and only need to convinc of the

other smaller countries (except the too small Dmmubourg) to take

their side in order to vote dcown a proposal.9

7he Omni io. The impact of Franco-German cooperation is

corLsiderably less on the C=nision than on tkhe ropean COk-ncil

and Cuncil of Ministers. The very nature of the ommiission

suggests that its menbers are responsible to the Cmmznity and not

to their respective govenrnents. The realities of agreements

reached between France and Germany, however, are likely to

influence the initiatives and decisions of the Ccrmission. In

addition, national loyalties are not easily forgotten and since

the larger countries are afforded two commissioners instead of the

single ocmmissioner afforded smaller countries, a Franx-German

axis can be a strong influence. The current Qmmission's role has

also been affected by the Franco-German bilateral relatianship.

The presenting of initiatives at the European Council level,

particularly French-German joint initiatives, has contributed to a
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substantial loss of initiative at the Commission level.

Mie arcpean Parliament. As the role of tlie Parliament is

less powerful in the EC process of policy-making, so is the

importaroe of Franco-German cooperation. Franc-German bilateral

agreements do, however, result in a ubs•tantial block of votes in

the EC parliamentary process. Of the existing 518 votes, France

and Germany together aooount for 162.10 Framx-Gersn accords

also spur opinion and may c uently affect the decisions

reached by the representative xmeriers of Parliament.

There are many examples of the inportance of the Paris-Bomn

dialogue in policy-making decisions within the mostly econic

confines of the EC. Some of the more important exanples include

the change in mcnetary policy by the establishment of the EMS, the

settlement of British budget dispute that arose in 1979, and the

second enlargement of the Omrdty.1 1

Political-Security Aspects of the EC

Thus far, the impact of the Franco-German relationship on the

European CTmuamity as it pertains to mostly economically related

security issues has been discussed. The EC has, however, been

involved in political aspects of security by way of sustained

external relations, even though foreign (political) policy lies

outside the scope of the Treaty of Rome. Ths is largely due to

the difficulty in distinguishing between world trade and politics.

In today's world, the two becoie easily intertwined.

It is r.Ut ffjr414 4-n lryjar!atrd that the EC'I foreign

e&rcnaic decision-making p,,ers are likely to. be influenced by the
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membetrs' political-diplaratic-security interests abroad. As the

EC has grown in stature and effectiveness it has becme more and

more difficult to define the EC's external relations in strictly

apolitical terms, divorced from broader U.S. - European relations.

To become the world's largest inporter/exporter implies the

exercise of the ac mpanying political clout. The decisiori, for

example, to grant or withhold foreign trade contracts, tariff

preferences and other favorable trade terms, diplomatic

recognition, and food, humanitarian or emergency aid to third

countries requires EC members to consider political-diplamatic-

security implications. Additionally, although the Treaty of Rcme

does not explicitly bind members to a foreign (political) policy,

the prospect of a 'political union' is suggested by the preamble

which states that the rmemers "are determined to lay the

foundation of an ever closer union among the peoples of Europe."

Thus, a caimon foreign policy is suggested as a natural

progression. 12

Action was taken in 1969 to meet the impending need for a

convergence of foreign policy among the EC's merbers. European

Political Cooperation (EPC), inspired by the Fouchet proposals of

nearly ten years before, was agreed upon at the 2 December 1969

Hague summit in which the Heads of Government of the Member States

of the EC instructed their foreign ministers to examine the

question of how progress could be made in the field of political

unification. 1 3 Given this mandate., the foreign ministers of the

bIX JLUL&tL- .LO-S ULU LLA= LXX]ýArl 44I,,
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i bourg Report of 27 Octcker 1970 which outlined the aims and

methods of foreign policy coordination within the EPC. 7be EPC

quickly proved to be an extrvely useful and effective forum for

coordination among foreign ministers from 1972 on, particularly in

the context of the Conference on Security and Cooperation in

Europe (CSCE). Although there is little written on the particular

contribution of the Franoo-German relationship to the EPC, it can

be reasoned that the cooperative partnership has played the same

'core' role in reaching consensus and initiating action within the

EPC as it has in the EC.

In 1981, the political realm of the EPC's responsibilities

was officially extended by the foreign ministers to include

searity issues. le Lordon Report of 13 Octcbcr 1981 expressly

mentioned for the first time the political aspects of security as

a subject of coxreration. 14 The London Report also endorsed

closer. relations between the European Parliamnent and the EPC.

This marked a onsEiderable reversal of the original intention to

keep the EPC separate from the European Cmrunity, largely due to

the insistence of the Frenich. Mhe EPC's membership niverUeless

has always been conditional on (and identical with) CQmmvnity

menbership because of the recognition that European perspectives

on foreign policy and ext.ernal econmac relations are inherently

linked. The EPC, for many years, was carried by the Eurcpean

Council which is made up of the Heads of State of the EC Member

Nations who meet on a regular basis. Mhe meetings of the European

Omuncil were sL.erseded by quarterly meetings of the foreign
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ministe-rs.

The Landon Report and its call for a ew outlook on security

by the BC, as well as the call for lessening the separation-

between the EC and EPC, were part of a wider push for greater

European identity in defense which emerged in the early 80s. The

popularity of the Eropanization of defense movement gave the EC

confidence enough to pursue the new direction in security while it

simultaneously promised to enhance the image and clout of a

European Parliament in desperate search of greater public support

and sense of purpose.

The Europeanization of Defense

During the latter half of the 70s and early 80s, a number of

developments in European politics and national perspectives

resulted in a weakening of the taboo on European defense

cooperation which had followed the disappointing defeat of the EDC

in 1954. Perhaps the most irportant develczrient was the

successful evolution of European Political Cooperation (EPC) as a

useful fornm within the EC for foreign ministers to discuss

security issues. Additionally, vehement public protest in Europe

over INF and NATO's nuclear strategy reflected a widespread

perception that European defense was being overpcwered by American

interests. Thirdiy, European concern about the less than equal

'tw-way street' between European and U.S. defense industries,

increasing controls on the transfer of technology fru the U.S.,

and tighter budgets within !TA-O "AhmiI W pAA -EA njj

qovernents toward common proCurement. 1 5 FCurth, EuropeanS were
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becoming skeptical abot American-Soviet bilateralism in nuclear

arm cxontrol, American SDI plans, and repeated calls for American

trocp withdrawals. Finally, there was a growing need for a wider

way to show solidarity of European cooperation that was bogged

down by agricultural surpluses and budgetary arguments within the

European Community.1 6 Riding on the mumenb•z of the mvement for

greater Europeanization of defense, an Italian-German initiative

known as the Gensdir-Columbo plan was introduced to the EC in

November of 1981. The plan was am attempt to take the earlier

Itdmon Report's efforts to cumiut the EC to security matters one

step further. The Genscher-Columbo Plan, also known as the

'European Act,' sought to strengthen the common European outlook

towards defense by enlarging the scope of the EPC to include all

major dimensions of collective security. The initiative was

effectively dismantled, however, by the 'Solemn Declaration of

Stuttgart' in June of 1983 due to the reluctance of sane of the EC

countries, particularly Greece, Ireland, and Denmark, to deal with

defense issues within the fraework of the EpC. 17 The failure of

the Genscher-Columbo Plan revealed the limitations of the EC as an

effective forum for dealing with wider range security and defense

issues.

Defense Aspects of the EC

Until 1987, the European OCmunity was prohibited by the

Treaty of Rame to deal with matters of defense. A major step

toward a new direction on defense issues was begun on 29 Jure,

1985 at the European Council meeting in Milan. Thne Milan meeting
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established the plan to hold an intergoverrmental oonference

designed to "achieve cOncrete progress on Vpean Unicn."18 Part

of the prposed endavor toward greater Eurtpean union was a plan

to adopt a treaty on ocmon foreign and security policy on the

basis of the Fracoo-Gernan and United Kirqdm drafts. 19

ne intensive negotiations which took place at the follc-on

oonferenc resulted in the signing of the Single European Act of

1987. The Franoo-German draft on a ommon foreign and security

policy oontributed to the enshrinement of the EPC into the

international treaty which also covers the European Comunity and

which calls for a greater defense role for the EPC. The Single

Eurcpean Act amends the Treaty of Rcme, partially on the basis of

the peroeption that greater cooperation among European defense

industries is essential to the integration of the Euripea

eOnC.wj 2 0 The Act also calls for the close integration bet en

the EPC's efforts and those of the EC.

The leadership role of the Franco-German relationrohip within

the EC, combined with the undeniable link between cor•xnics,

politics and security, suggest that the Franco-Cernan relationship

will continue to play a big part in secw-ity related issues within

the realm of the EC. Vhile the Single Eurcpean Act enhances the

EPC's role in security related matters, it expressly states that

these provisions do not impede the extensive coordination of

security and defense policy by several partners within the

framework of NATO and WEU.21 It is the role of the Franci-Germn

4c•hp iwithin the Structure of these twr- institutions to
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which the following two chapters will be devoted.

* In this chapter, I have disoussed bow the Fth_----an

relaticroship used the mostly econcmic confines of the BC to

nurture its bilateral partnership, building trust and confidence

* in each other and in their ability to lead the policy making

prooess within the European Ommunity. I have also shown how the

partnership continued to play a major part in EC policy as the EC

* progressively involved itself with security matters, first

enbracing political-security concerns through the European

Political Ccmminity (EPC), and later defense matters as a result

* of the Single European Act. As the European C=kmity has becne

an in=,easingly irportant player in European security matters,

the Franco-ea relationship, through its influence as leader

* and initiator in the EC, has played a key role. 7he experience

and confidence they gained through their success in the EC helped

them to make the jump to significant defense cooperation in the

* form of their 1982 bilateral defense initiative, the subject of

wdhic will be discussed in the following chapter.
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CHAPIrE III

T FRANEANO-CERN DEFENSE INTIATIVE OF 1982
AND ITS IMPACT ON NATO

The success, mutual trust, and recognition which the Franco-

German relationship experienced within the BC, combined with world

events, led the two pioneers in bilateral cooperation to make an

unprecedented move. The historically bitter enemies decided, in

1982, to extend their relationship of cooperation to include

defense matters. This Franoo-Gernan defense initiative marked a

substantially new and more in depth cooperative effort by the two

countries which would have a significant impact not only on

defense coordination between the two countries, but also oil

security and defense integration in Europe. This chapter will be

devoted to presenting the content of, and motivations behind, the

1982 Franco-German defense initiative, after which I will explain

the impact which the initiative and follow on Franco-German

cooperation efforts in conventional and nuclear defense have had

on NAT and other Eurcpean defense integration efforts.

On 4 October of 1982 Mitterrand and Kohl, during their very

first meeting, decided to initiate a new and stronger bilateral

oannitment to cooperation on European security issues. The idea

for closer consultation on defense had first been breached by

Mitterrarn and Schmidt in February of 1982, but the February

deic.isn reprwsnt•nd a =mxb more ambitious step.1

'the Franco-German r;rit on 20-1 October confirmed the new



commitment on the part of the two countries for =mich greater

defense cooperation and coordination. During the scummit meeting,

defense ministers of France and West Germany met to establish

procedures and guidelines. MIe previously underused clause of the

Fanco-Cermy Treaty dealing with defense was resurrected to be

used as the cornerstone of a new commitment to defense; one which

promised a rene vigor in tackling broad ranging security and

disamament issues, as well as pursuing closer coordination of

joint defense policies. The summit of October 1982 differed from

the regular talks on joint weapons production and other military

"issues which had taken place in the past for this summit marked

the first time major strategic questions were aired in detail.

Althaogh the talks took place in secrecy, it is believed that

discussion was held on previously taboo subjects such as the

French nuclear deterrent and the modernization of French tactical

nuclear forces stationed near the border in the Alsace. Mhe fact

that such matters were touched upon so early in the discussions

attest to the significance of the new defense initiative. 2

The Oc&=er Summit also re-u!] ted in the instituticrallization

* of coopration between the two countries. Mitterand and Kohl

decided that the defense and foreign ministers would curvene at

the biannual summits. A Permw-ent C0 nission on Security and

* Defense, meeting at. the level of tental undersecretaries,

was created and three working groups dealing witl issues of arms

control, tactical cooperation, and defense procurent were

* formed. The gzrups were to meet or, a regular basis and work
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within a confidential franework. 3

The new approach to defense cooperation initiated by

Mitterand and Kohl would result in unprecedented nuclear and

conventional defense cooperation between the =xnmtries in the

years that followed. But these efforts at bilateral defense

cooperation were not the first. Efforts to revitalize the defense

provisions of the F ancoýran Treaty had been attempted before

and failed, particularly in the early 70's when Brandt's

Ostpolitik, and the danger it suggested to fenic security

interests, caused the French to seek a defense dialogue with the

Gernans. Miat was different in 1982 that made such efforts so

successful? Part of the answer lies in the international climate

of the early 80's which was dominated by renewed East-West

tensions and the previously mentioned mvement for the

Europeanization of defense. The United States' reaction to the

increasing East-West tensions was to pressure its allies to

strengthen the alliance against the Soviet threat. The U.S.

pushed for a ccmitment from the allies for a progressive anraal

increase of three per cent in their respective defense budgets as

well as siuport for the deployment of long-range theater nuclear

forces (TNF) in Germany, Italy, the Low COuntries and Britain. 4

West Gernany, with its determination to maintain links with

the GER, despite rising East-West tensions, and with the increase

in internal domestic disseit towards defense and foreign policy,

subsequently became the focal point of European security. 5 It

also made urgent the pereivea nesa by xrench amd German
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officials for mit~a1 defense cooperation.

French Matvations to Begin the New Defense DialcI

For France, the need to pursue closer defense ties with West

Germany stemmed, in part, fran the realization on the part of the

French that they needed to becme a firmer partner in the Atlantic

Alliance in response to growing instability in Europe.

Additionally, the French were worried about the neutralist drift

in West German public opinion and its implications on the

continxued cmmitment of West Germany to the West.6

The French had, since de Gaulle's 1966 withdrawal of French

forces from the NATO integrated otmwand, used their relationship

with West Germany as a "back door" to NAMO. The stationing of

Frech forces Iride the West Gexran border, the catinued use of

supply lines through France by the Germans, and the collaboration

on arms procureent all helped France to keep one foot in NAM

through a back door. The related discussions on topics of ocmnr,

defense has allowed French irpuxt to IWO defense concepts without

I omitment. That "back door" to NAO, hawever, became moie

and more important to the French as their views toward the

Atlantic Alliance changed over the years. The turnaround in the

French attitude tcward NAM most likely began shortly after the

Warsaw Pact invasion of Czechoslovakia in August 1968,

highlighting the Soviet threat to European stability and the

reassertion of the dcurnance of military blocs. 7 By 1981, the

French had slow]y progressed to a foreign policy favoring support

of NATO.
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Mittpzrand entered office in 3.981, owing mu& of his campaign

su.icess to his criticism of the incuy&ent president's policy

toward the Soviet Union, particularly Giscard's cunciliatory

attitude after the invasion of Afghanistan.8 once in office,

Mitterrand made clear his intention to w-Wort the Alliance in

light of the oantinuing Soviet threat. Within the first three

monthis of office, he develcpe a consensus within his govenment

for three major policy departures. Under Mitterrand, Franceu wold

be firmer in its relations with the Soviet Union, more cmpletely

supportive of the Federal Republic of Germany, and cooperative and

friendly with the United States.9-

The early Mitterrard governmnt's reasscssent of Frervcz

strategy resulted in a dual approach wich sought both to

modernize the strategic nuclear dete-re•int and expw-d the level of

cooperation with NAaO. 1 0

The formation of closer Prarnx-Ge .n defense coceration

allowed France a channel through which to voice and demonstrate

its ommitment to NATO. Mitterrand demonstrated this shortly

after the 1982 defense initiative was agreed to with Kohl. On the

cocasion of the twentieth anniversary of the Franco-German Treaty,

Mitterrard made a most significant and symbolic political gesture

in support of NAMO. In January of 1983, in a speech to the German

SBmdestag, Mitterrand unequivocally suporte the deployment of

Pershing II and Cruise missiles in an atterpt to resolve the issue

wuich was causing great discord within the Alliance. 1 1

other r•eason the French urgently sought closer defense ties
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with West Ger-mary, was dhe political andi docswtic atnwjpiere in

West Germany. In the early eighties, growing anti-Amenican

sentiment as wil as rx-tralistic terdencies in West Gerirny made

the Frepnh fearful that their German neighbors would fast nezme

the weak link in NAT. France became especially alarmed in 1981

at the reek response of West Germany to the December imposition of

martial law in Poland. Many Frenih analysts interpreted the

German Jindifference to the fate of the Poles as an indication of

Germany's anxiety about its own security before the Soviet

threat. 1 2 It was bso=mir apparent to the French that they had to

take on more of the burden of ensuring that West Germany was an

effective and reasonably oontented member of the Western

Alliance. 1 3 The continued talk of the Germans about their

national identity, ard their insistence on continuing a dialoguie

with the east, only increased anxiety aongr the Western allies and

made clear the need to find ways to further entangle the Federal

Republic of Germany to the West. The growing distnst in certain

NAM capitals of Germany's ccrmitment to the West, and its lack of

firnmess on deferise issues, made the formulation of a rnw Gernan

policy by the Frenh appear imperative.

g= M-otivations kg Beoin the New Defense Dialou

The West Gernan Government had been ooncrned about F-rance's

xrgnmitment to the Alliance since de Gaulle's withdrawal of France

frAm NAMO's integratec cctxrrrd in 1966. More disconcertirn to the

r. ý .. ''-nt .ta•n thh. Pest- e tucimtment of the Frervzl

to wider NAMO defense, was France's uncertain cmrmitxrent to the
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defense of West Germany territory. Frano-Gexrman relations were

* on good ernog terms that the Germans forces could likely count on

the geographical depth and supply lines offered by France, but the

defense of West Germany by France was another question.

* Irronically, the uxcertain position of France toward the defense of

German territory by French ocnventional and nuclear weapons,

prcmpted the use in German circles of the term "incertitujes

* fragai-ses" (an obvious allusion to the well used French term:

"les incertitudes allemandes" in reference to West German

overtures to the east). 14

* France's stance on the use of French nuclear forces to assist

NATO in a crisis remained ambiguous throughout the early eighties.

The French were determined to maintain the freedcxn of independent

* decision raking as to how, when and why Frenc rnuclear forces

might be used. The increased tensions between the East arid West

in the early eighties increased the need to seek a comuiient fran

* the French of nuclear force support. Perhaps more urgent to the

West Germans, however, was the issue of Fznxb orventional

Increased East-West tensions highlighted the already crucial

need of NATO and West Germany for the oxiwentional support of the

Frernc Army. In 1982, it was still uncertain as to whether French

• o~onventicnal o rn itment would continue in the form of a vague

reserve role or progress to a more participative role in forward

defense. %hat cxrerned the Germans most was Mitterrand's pledge,

* shortly after attaining offiie, to modernize Frajcie s &txategic
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nuclear wapcns force. Mitterrand's goal could be realistically

* a�hieved only at the expense of oonventicroal force funring,

thereby suxgesting a weakening of French onventional capability

to reinforce the central front of NMMO arid, corsequently, West

* Germany. These concerns increased the need for the Germans to

pursue a stronger defense dialogue with France.

Mve timing for a new Framo-German defense dialogue was also

* right with respect to West Germany's political woes. West Germany

was finding it more and more difficult to look east, under tihe

sharp criticism of same of its allies, without further anchoring

* itself to the West. A deeper Frsw- defense agreement

would acoxmplish that. Afterall, if France. uld live with West

German overtures to the east, who could ocuplain?

* Additionally, both France and Germany saw the establishment

of closer Er-m/K-German defense ties as having the benefit of

meeting America's continued call for the Eucopean allies to do

S ~more on their part for the Alliance.

The 1982 defense initiative, and the successful cooperative

efforts which soon followed, have revealed a common purpose of the

S-French and West German goverrments: to strenthen the Alliance

with their cooperation in military and security policies, to

bolster the presence of American forces in Europe, particularly on

* German soil, to support forward defense in the Oentral Region, and

to facilitate Frencr participation in the common defense and in

W-D's 'crisis magaent. 15

* The ccmrutnmnt to a more and deeper integratr. detense
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dialogue also represents a move tcward establishing a new level of

trust in the Franco-German relationship. Afterall, what greater

trust could there be between two couantries than to allow the

coordination and possible integration of various aspects of their

armed forces. The rn defense initiative prcmised to be one of

the biggest tests for the bilateral relationship but also offered

the propect of a iuh stronqer partnership.

NAMO and r Conventional Force Cooperation

Scre of the first displays of enhanced defense cooperation

occurred in the conventional arena of defense. Later, as the

French and Germans became =re comfortable with sharing defense

concrns, the more sensitive issue of nuclear defense was

breached. One of the first exanples of conventional force

coordination was initiated by the French in the form of the Force

d'Action Rapide.

The Ponid Raction Flore. The French Force d'Action Rapide

(FAR), or Rapid Reaction Force, is a recently formed mobile force

wnich originated in respa-ze to corxrns in and outside of France

about the ability of French conventional forces to reinforce NATO.

The Franco-German dialogue played an important role in the

formulation of the final structure and mission of the unit, raking

it a credible reinforcing force along NATO's central front.

A major aspect of the traditional French Gaullist concept of

defense was to ensure that France's defense forces r~mained

independent yet credible. A 1972 French hite Paper, I7wvex,

cast_ considerable doubt as to the ability of the French First Army
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to fulfill its planned role as a NWDO reserve force. The Paper

* essentially suggested that the planned deployment and use of

French conventicnal forces, to include the plan to keep them under

strict French xuxand and control upon entering the NAWO

battlefield, would render them ineffective. 1 6

In response to this shortcoming, the French looked at several

alternatives, fram which the Force d'Action Rapide (FAR) was

chosen. One of the major purposes of the ne force was to

eliminate any doubts as to France's ability to fulfill its NATO

mission. 1 7 The final presentation and shape of the new FAR, as it

merged in late 1982, however, is suggested by Germans officials

to have been significantly influenced by the Frhzo-German

confidential defense dialogue which began a year earlier. 1 8 7he

final product represented one of the most concrete aspects of

Mitterrand's efforts to reassure Germany and served as an

excellent source of momentum for the new Ftanx,-German defense

initiative.

The move suggested new thinking on the part of the French;

the French no lcrger viewed West Germany as a buffer between

F=n and the Soviet Union. The French would have to bextne

cmmitted to the security of Wect Germany if its own security was

to be assured. A 1985 survey revealed that nearly three fifths of

the French felt that Fraoe- should rush to the aid of West Germany

if the latter were seriously threatened. 1 9 The French Defense

Minister in 1983, Charles Hernu, as well as the newly appointed

commander of the FAR, went so far as to describe the torce as
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having the capability to participate in the forward defense of

West .ervany20

A FAR was created with two missions in mind: to provide a

rapid intervention force that would signal France's official entry

into any conflict on the Central Front, and to provide rapid

defense forces to any regional conflicts such as in Lebanon and

Chad. 2 1 nhe FAR is made up of five divisions and totals some

47,000 men. The FAR includes the Eleventh Parachute Division, the

Ninth Marine Division, the Twenty-seventh Alpine Division, one

light armored division, a large air-mobile unit cmprised of 120

antitank helicopters, forty support helicopters, and eighty

maneuver helicopters. The force is armed with 600 of the latest

antitank weapons and has the capacity to be transported 200

kilometers from the initial zone of deployment. 2 2

The weak link in the FAR is the lack of heavy tanks, but that

is o'nmtered by the substantial amount of antitank weapons and

antitank helicopters. The biggest plus for the force is its large

helicopter component enabling the force to react with the speed

that will be needed to plug any noles that might arise. in NAM0's

defenses.

The value of the FAR as a credible mobile reserve force to

NAMO is substantial. NATO has precious few mobile reserves ready

for battle. Consequently, the French Rapid Reaction Force could

play a crucial role in reinforcing the Central Army Group in the

event of a breakthrough in the first two or three days of
-.4 "4 23 la p

-.ht 4 
2 

A p !-, -I thai- thI role of the FAR is
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still riot quite clear. AWthough the Defense Minister has

SSXYgested that the force has the potential to be deployed in the

forward lines of NAM's defense, he has been careful to deny that

the force represents any substantive vuve tard reintegration

Swith NAM .2 4 The prcbk.em is that the Freu thwrselves are caught

between the Gaullist notion of an independent and credible French

military force, and the need to strenthen their =uit~ient to

S~NAMD:
Within France the government's new FAR has

been the subject of vigorous d.L-ussion and
criticism. The governmnt has been severely
criticized for the changes in French doctrine whichi
the deployment of the FAR sees to imply. During

* the all-night debate of Decmrber 2, 1983, in the
French senate... several rembers of the opposition
prominently displayed the newspaper article by the
FAR couzirier suggesting a NAMO role for this
force. I- ime rre knrea•_ance of such a role carries
with it the air of illegitimacy to many French

* citizens. 2 5

1!he Germans, too, have questions about the role of the FAR.

Discussions within the Framework of the formal and informal

* Franco-German security groups have centered amznd the FAR and the

inplications its deployment would have on logistics, air rights,

relaticnship with other units, as well as questions on such wider

* topics as FAR's iupact on French tactical nuclear doctrine and

targetirg.2 6

Indeed, the questions pertaining to the deployment of FAR

* are many, but one t!hing is for sure. If and when FAR is

deployed, cammand and control, as well as air support, will have

to be scuehow coordinated within NAMO channels. Hernu hixself, in

*1983, admitted that any FAR operation in Eroe would have to come
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urder SACEUR ccakv1 and wmdd depend on NAM air suort and

logistics. 2 7 The problem is matdting the reed for closer French

coordination with NAO ccamand channels and Frendc insistence on

remaining indepenen frtmn the integrated N~AM =mard.

Joint F arm-Geran Emercise. Here, again, Fra-Gen-an

cooperation has played an important role in finding a solution to

a sensitive issue involving European defense. M-e special defense

relationship between France ard West Germany has paved the way for

joint FrarKx-German military manuevers, allowing the French to

becomre acquainted with some of NATO's official integrated oummard

structure.

MTe first PFnom-German joint manuever took place in June of

1985, and involved some 4600 French and West German troops. A

larger joint exercise was corducted in autumn of 1986, labeled

Fraonian Shield, in which approximately 150,000 French and West

German soldiers participated. But perhaps the most significant

joint exercise took place in September of 1987. The joint

manuever, named CaIy Sparrow, marked the first tine the French

FAR participated in a joint French ard German exercise, it was

* also conducted farther east than any previous exercise, was the

Afixst time French ami German forces exercised at the Corps level,

and e>qeriw.*ted with integrated Franco-German cmTend

9 structures.28

The "Cheeky Sparrow exercise saw forces of the French FAR

deploy to Bavaria in response to a call for help from the West

* German II Corps. Within two days, nearly 20,000 men and 500
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armoured vehicles of France's FAR joined their German comrades in

a cambined effort to throw back the opposing forces. Particularly

Impressive was the usefulness displayed by the airmobile division

of the FAR with its large contingent of anti-heliocopters. The

speed, long range, and tank killing capability of the helicopters

could be particularly advantageous to NAO in a real war

scenario. 2 9

one of the goals of French participation in 'Cheeky Sparrow'

was to establish the ability of France to protect its European

neighbors without being an active member of NAMM. This was only

partially achieved; the exercise also demonstrated coordination

problems caused by French unfamiliarity with NAMO procedures and

the restriction imposed by French politicians on the use of NAMO

aoumand-and-ocntrol arrangements. 30 The promise of onrtinued

ftan=*-Gernan joint exercises, however, suggest that French forces

will becom ireasingly familiar with NAMO procedures and French

politicians, with the benefit of time -and practical lessons, may

ease the restraint on French use of NAMO ccmmd-and-cxrtrol

arrangements.

A clearer cutoxme of the joint exercise, one undoubtedly

recognized by the official Warsaw Pact observers present, was the

demonstration of French resolve to come to the aid of its West

German neighbor, as well as respond to an attack on NAMIO. The

'Cheeky Sparruw' exercise reinforced French efforts to reassure

the Germaens of France's aumnitment to the forward defense of West

- *;y 'C _k-x- S-arr~,' c~ wit th M rv J eVe• CARA
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frarnxnian Shield exercise involving the deployment of Fre.±h

reserve forces into West Germany, are also tangible proof of

France, s cEibtnt to NMO. 3 1

For NAMt, PFaxc-German joint exercises provide a positive

example of practical military cooperation aimed at strengthenirng

the Alliance. Additionally, the renewed French cummitment to NATO

defense, made possible by the 'back door' relationship to NAMO via

Franc-German defense cooperation, provides a clear political and

military signal, thereby enhancing European security. 3 2

Mie Frarw-Gen Brigade. hiile the Frex± FAR andI

subsequent joint exercises represent a rcurdabcut way for the

Franco-German relationship to make a contribution to NAMO and

European security, the newly formed Etnxxr-German brigade offers

more direct defense irplications.

The idea for the joint brigade originated from Helmut Yzil's

suggestion in June of 1987 to form a mixed brigade to operate in

the defense of Europe. 3 3 In the wider scheme of things, the

Fanc-German brigade, still very much in its infancy, is intended

to give practical expres~sicn to the concept of cim~n defense aid

mutual okifmitment. 3 4 There is little doubt that some of the

traditional motives behind Franco-German defense cooperation also

cam into play: the Ftw-ch see the move as further assurance

against We-t German neutrality, aid the Germans hope the move will

further comnit the FIvench to the conventional defense of Eurcpe.

The joint unit also serves as a tangible symbol of the mutual.

trust and cooperation between the two ountries.
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Progress on constrt.cting the unit has been slow. This is in

large part due to the original vagueness of the unit's mission.

When KChl and Mitterrand onrered, in late 1987, that the brigade

be established, the mission of tlve joint unit was left up to their

respc:tive military staffs to decide. In Octrier of 1988, the

brigade's task was finally decided upon; it would be to assist in

the defense of the rear areas of West Gernany. These areas are

behind the front line and not under the control of NATO forces.

They have traditionally been assigned to the West German

Territorial Ccnards which are cmprised of both regular

reserve forces. The new arrangement is converient in tha.

allows the French to be integrated with forces that. are not

associated with MMO, thereby allowing the French to save face on

their stance of indeperdence from NATO, and allcwirg the Germans

to proceed without sacrificing units forimally de-inated to

specific IWr0 missions. 3 5

With the mission of the joint brigade determ'need, tlbe

cmpletx. fill of the unit remains to be acoorplished, By Ocztcbr

1989, the first ccmbat units, two West Geiran battaLions am! a

French one, were in place. The main striking force of the unit, a

French armored battalion, is not due until autumn of 1990-

Although the unit is not completely formed, soma criticimt of

the joint venture has begun to surfaoe. Some questi-i is Uraised

as to the unit's relationship to the Allicance when oe of its

rembers is still clearly not a part of the NATO irntegrateI

curiand. That is not so important if the joint ixdJtiativc rex1et
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confined to a brigade, but if the long-rarge intention is to

eventually tunite the fter•i and German Armies, as suggested by

former West Ge.rman Chancellor Helmut Schmnidt, then serious

problems bedtwen the joint efforts and NATO coud arise. 3 6 A more

detailed discussion of the Franco-German relationship as the core

of a Eurrfean pillar within NAMO will be provided in Chapter IV.

The likelihood of a cazplete merger of the French and German

armies is extrenvly slim but, short of that, the joint ventures

sem to offer a great deal to European security. The Franco-

German brigade has yet to stir up the same debate in France which

surrv0x.u the controversial use of the FAR in a direct NAM

role.37 Instead, the Farm_-e brigade sree to be an

ararqa*ient unique to France ard Germany, which serves as an

eozmpl.s of successful deferne integration for other NAMO

o~urtries.

An early prediction of the Franco'-Grman brigade's potential

for sparking further European defense integration appeaed in the

Dex1-)emer 1987 issue of NATO Review in an article entitled "Franco-

German cocreration - Supportive of the Alliance and of Europe,"

'ffna author, Lzar. 11&hl, suggested that

[T'he Fraroo-Gean an experiment will offer other
Allies tseful information and experience for
similar joint units in Europe and it may also serve
as an example for the European partners in the NATO
integrated structure cf how sectiaons of their land
forces ccxild be interlinked. 3 8

!Less than a year later, in Octcer of 1988, new-s leaked of a

sch-zw- by NAO oucardcxs for a much more powerful joint

formation, aj1)arently -modeled after the Frwanoo-Geýrn joLnt

63



effort. A row joint airmile division has been pz-posed which

Would largely be ccmprised of West German and British forces anry

consist of three brigades: one attack helioater brigade, one

transport Lelicxpter brig-ade, and one armored brigade. M]st of

the division's equipment and marer would be provided by Eritain

and West Germany, with the Dutch and Belgians contributing parts,

or all, of their excellent cxuraando units.39 e.coxrxpt is still

just an idea, but it strorgly suggests the exemplary effect the

Franco-German brigade has had an NATO cummaxers.

An additional benefit of the joint brigade is that it has led

th/e way to an agreement between France and West Germany for

strengthening ties of tactical and operational cocperaticn. In

1988, the Frano-Genaan "Cou.ncil for Defense ard Security" was

fcrred with the long-tenn objective of inreasing the

interoperability between the two countries ground forces. The

plan calls for the harmonizing of rules and regulations for

tactics arn operations, as well as the ).int educaticmi of general

staff officers and camanders at the division level and above. 4 0

This long-term u ita •-u t to coordinate cperations in=crae t_•

likelihood ttat the French will become more familiax with MMTO

prooedures and thus become a more effective ally in time of war.

frazz -Gerr'a INclear Defense Coperation

In the realm of nuclear cooperation, contributions to Franco-

German defense relations obviously mist came primarily frum the

indepeident nuclear stance, a stron6 Gaullist tradition backed by
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a substantial ccmmitment to the maintenance of the French

independent nuclear deterrent (form de frape), has long been

defenred by the French goverrme&.. It is also basic to France's

ir-deperdent strategy of defense. There is, therefore, an inherent

contradiction between France's insistence an independene and

national integrity in defense policy, and its foreign policy

stance as a close partner of Germany and a committed "European"

p .41 T-is contradiction in defense orientation has caused

sawe controversy over the previously mentioned conventional force

initiatives taken by the Fre-nch. The controversy surrourding the

nuclear arns issue, how%,er, is nudi greater.

-'e original concept of the separate force de frappe was

designed to further the irdependence of France and ernance

Frawoe's influence so as to give it a seat at the world table. 4 2

To that end, the French developed a nuclear triad of land, air and

sea based weapons. later, in 1970, the French incorporated the

concept of tactical nuclear weapons into their doctrine but made

careful stipulations for their use. The tactical nuclear

capability was to be used only as a last 'warning shot" to any

would be aggi•ssor, just prior to the use of .,trategic nuclear

force. That idea was sound so long as Frt . supported the

gaullist notion of an independent nuclear deterrent that wuld

"•sanctuarize" only France. The progress of Francx-Gen

relations, hcwever, have cxoplicated thp- French nuclear formula.

The West Germans certainly were not comfortable with the• idea

of the last French warning snot, in the form of the older,
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shorter-range Plutan missile, being fired on West German soil.

Iran•o-German cocperaticn created a sensitivity on the part of the

Frexch to this issue. The modernized Hades tactical nuclear

missile, scheduled to enter service in the early 1990s, will have

a range of 350 kilcmeters as opposed to the Plutcns 120 Kilometers

and was developed by the wench to enable them to separate the

last warning strike fram the operations of the First Anry on the

German side of the Rhine. Mhe increased range and accuracy of the

new missile enharces its ability to serve as a warning but also

presents other complications. 4 3

The West Germans are relieved that the Had.4s gives the French

the capability to fire a last warning shot on other than West or

East German soil. In an effort to enhanoe Ftanco-Cerman

relations, Preidwit Nitterra-r- anr.•/r,-md, in an Octcber 1987

speech in Bruhl, that the French nuclear weapons mould hit 'the

aggressor' and that the warning signal would not be souded on

German territory. 4 4 In addition, the Paris-Bonn secrity and

defense connection was tightened by the 1986 agrement for wartime

consultation. Under the proposed agreemt, a ccnferenoe would

take place between the two nations leaders in the event that

France fourd it neoessary to use strategic weapons within the West

German border. 4 5

The new capability at the tactical nuclear level has other

possible consequences as well. The Giscard d'Estaing

administration of the mid seventies first introduced the cno•ept

of an "enlarged sanctuary" that would also include West Germany. 4 6
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-ie Hads missile en•a-ages such a oiept. Me idea of

enlarging the Freiv±h sanctuary, however, infuriates Gaullists who

feel this will destroy the notion of an inxlq dnt Fkrerch nuclear

force and will limit Fremch options on wartime nuclear response.

The future nmetron warhead planned for the Hads missiles is also

causing debate as its rew capability will make it an excellent

candidate for battlefield use. While these debates ountinue, the

fact remains that the Hades represents a tactical nuclear strike

weapons that may well find a use in tomorrow's war, reqazdjless of

the sqzhbles of today's politicians.

With regard to the impact of Fra e n nuclear defecate.

dialogue on NNI, the coqx*ertive efforts of the two cotuntries go

a long w. y toward solving sare of NAUO's rost pressing conoer~s

abcut the uwe of French nuclear forces. Crne of NATO's greatest

fears is that the u•rQrdinated use of the Freryi 'warning shot"

may give the Wa saw Pact justification to use nucleam force

against existing NATO ground forces in West Germany. 'Ihe
agrument by the Irernch to oonsuit their German nei, Žors before

the use Of nuAc1lear iaporý or. Gert'mx- ~-.--1 wl ieyp2~

such~ a disaster. In consulting eachi other on targets and tim ng

of nuclear weapons, it is iplied that some type of coordination

with NTJ operations will take place. It is also likely that the

West Germans will oontinue to press the French to clarify the role

of their nrclear weapons.47 Both measures are advantages to NATO

and thereby contribute positively to Western European security.

The French nuclear force de frappe has, in some sense, always
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been an advantage to NAMa in that it poses an unkzmin,

ocmplicating any Warsaw plans for attack. The 1 enct have also

baen careful to exeupt their independent nuclear force fran any

East-West rnclear force reduction negotiations. The intraduction

of the Had~s tactical nuclear weapon, largely in response to

German conrerns for a lcnrer-rarqe French nuclear weapon, will

ircrease Soviet uncertainty as to when France mig1t cross the

nuclear threshold. 4 8

The Hades joins the French nuclear fc.x-e capability already

considered .,ndependent of current negotiations on East-West

nuclear force reductions. The introduction of the new tactical

nuclear weapon, as influenced by the Francn-Gennan defense

dialcgue, will further enhance Western European security.

The above mentioned nuclear and co(x:rrertiuhl defei se

initciatives enhance NATO's effectiveness and demonstrate the

i4portant role that the Franco-CAernian relationship plans in

setting an exaxrple for defense integration as well as providing

the Frenc. with a crucial 'back door' access to NAMO. It is

wa ikely that French fores will, anytime in the near future,

station units in the forward defense of NATO, as this would-

signify a clear reintegration of French forces into the North

Atlantic Treaty Organization, bit just short of this, a great deal

is possible. The pattern of close Frernh identification with NATO

extieds beyond the larger defense initiatives described above.

Since the beginnigi of the new Francxr-Gen defense dialogur in

1982, tne krench have felt at ease tu niake utt: cxcet e-
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toward greater camnitzient to the defense of West Genrany and NAo.

7he fte•ch have reoriented the entire French aniry toward the north

and east of the cintry. Franc has also permitted U.S. bcmbers

to refuel in Flrlx air space for the first tiue. since 1966, and

French riava2 forces, including the aircraft carrier Fodli,

paxticipated fi1] in 'An ?UTAO sea manuevers, Safari '83, in June

of thr sume ye.•u49 11. addition, detailed wartime cooperation

with NATO has been worked At between Frenc and NAM) cxammanders,

possibly including s'itr- nuclear targeting, but has been kept

secret to a&void political e'arra~i,_ t of the French. 5 0

* In this •htatex, I have prwcuited the Frnr--Genran defense

initiative of 1982 aria Yave discsi4 its significance as the most

profu-xi dmnstration, to date, of tr-t betweem the two fonrer

Sen--dcsi. I have piriLcez citt serze iaag+-orb czxa ributL-r to 1982

being dtsen as the y•-ar in, widch to dejiAt on the significantly

deeper level of ooqceratio,.. keightened east,-wLst tweions, the

ripenirn confiderx Which Ute wiht#.! sh-dp nurtured w,±I.kj, the EC,

and motivatiorz for closer coordination in scurity to irt!u'e

Fra~em's conceLn about West German neutraj WjAencies and Wkt

Genrany's worries about uirtair. Frendi oonve. iti4oral force

supqjort of the central front.

I have also made clear that the new initiative for dAW4*x

defenise cqc.eration between the two cumutries ryjn only strengt-kzeo

the Frarno-German relationship, bi4 also oontributes significantly

to NATO's effectivez•ss by allcoing the Frerjei. a back door to

... •" .. A '• ,-4 ion nf tIh French TAR. for
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example, reinforces France's ccumiitment to the defense of West

Germany while simultaneoasly eliminating doubt about France's

ability to perform its NAMT mission. Franco-German joint

exercises provide the means for practical coordination betwee the

two armies but also allows the FrenrK± to becoum acquainted with

NATO procedures. Mbe Franc-German brigade represents the most

tangible symbol of cooperation between the two armed forces. It

also serves as a model for European defense integration as

attested to by its use by NATO conmanders as a blueprint for a

proposed four country integrated airnmbile division.

The closer coordination on defense cumplicates the French

nuclear formula by making the ftwenh sensitive to the oorcerns of

its neighbor and friend, West Germany. 7heir 1986 agreement for

wartime consultation on the use of nuclear weapons is welcc by

those in NATO who fear the uncoordinated use of French nuclear

weapons in Euroe.

In short, the Franco-Gernun defense initiative has added a

new and stronger dimension to their bilateral relationship and has

a••ieved what th two- citries have publicly ecgAised as their

common purpose: to strengthen the Alliama with their cooperation

over military and security policy, to bolster the presence of

American forces in Europe, to support the forward defense in the

Central Region, and to f&cilitate participation in the common

defense as well as any NATO crisis. 5 1
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HPTER IV

MM WESTERN EUROPEAN UNION

In the previous chapter, I discussed the new and closer

defense relationship between the French arrl Germans and explained

how the various omnenticnal and nuclear cooperat-ve efforts were

beneficial to NATO and the security of Western Europe. Sam NAM

officials, rhmwver, disagree. They fear that the close Franco-

Gerin= relationship in defense could weaksn NM• by for-wing an

alliance within the Alliance. Such a smaller alliance need not be

limited to just France and West Germarry. A hint of the possible

nature of the mnaller alliance within NAMO was first suggested by

the Freý President, Francois Mitterrand, when, just a month

after the signing of the Franc-Gerran defense initiative in

October of 1982, he suggested that closer European cooperation

within NATO might follow on from the new Franc-German military

dialogue. Less than a year later, the French began pushing for

the revival of the Western European Union (WEJ) as the basis for a

European pillar within K.•a°

In this dcapter, I will discuss how the Franco-German

relationship contributes to European security through the WrV. I

plan to show how the Franco-German relationship played a crucial

role in bringirn about the revival of the WEU in 1984 aid hcw the

WEJ, as led by the Frenor-Geman relationship, remains supportive

and beneficial to the NkMt Alliance.

I will begin by discussing why the international political
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and security climate was right in 1984 for the revival 01 the WEX.

I will then explain tbz importance of the Franco-German

relationship in keeping alive the idea of a wrkable European

identity in defense matters as well as in providing the core

censemus for launchirn the revival of the WIl. The motivations

of both Fr-xce and West Germany to support the renewal of the WEJ

will also be discussed.

I will then present the rwvival prcposal itself, with mention

of the official objectives proposed by the original seven member

nations. Discussion will then depart on an analysis of the

perceived oxntributicn of the V.J as a European pillar within

NAMO. Both positive and negative arguments will be presented with

a comment on how the Franco-German relationship inflr~es the

perieption oi tbhe MIJ's role within WMIO. I will corclixle with aS
look at the possible role and likely suocess of the revived WEL.L

Why 1984?

• hOne of the strongest motives for reactivating the WEJ in 1984

was the need of Europeans for a stroner European identity in

defene ia/ttemrs. The defeat of the EDC had made European defense

cooperation taboo for many years and had allowed NATO to provide

for the defense needs of Europe. The need for a greater European

identity in defense matters, however, never diminished and was

* particularly exxiiraged by the Frencr who, under de Gaulle, openly

rejected U.S. leadership in Europe.

The =we to reactivate the WEll in 1984 was not the first of

Ssuch attenpts to irezae Erapean defense ooc-ieration. The
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xreival of the V13 was u unsu sfully attezted eaz.ier, in

Nove x- of 1973, in the form cf a plrxx al presented ky Miciel

Jobtert to the -re•s-ki kscbl. Jcst called fur the rvival and

strerrjthernig of the WEI as a pEedn forn for defense

cooeration in Esp,-nse to what was widely vieLwed as a growing

challenge fram the U.S. in foreign policy and defense. The

Europewi nations were especially disappointed with U.S. actions

duxY:ri the October 1973 Middle East War, when U.S. conventional

and nuclear forces in Europe were put on alert before their host

goverTzents were informed, and when German aryd Dutch ports wre

used to provide military assistano to Israel. The proposal

eventually failed, however, in the ensuing confrontations between

Jobert and Kisinger. West Germany's refusal to lend sqVaft to

any rove toward worsenixg the already .,,stiuig crisis in the

Alliance largely oontributed to the proposals defeat. 1 More

importantly, the climate was not yet right for such a bold move

toward greater European defense identity. The taboo against

Vuopean defense cooperation was still too great.

During t]7 latter -half of the- 70's and early 80's a number of

developments in European politics and national perspectives

resul.ted in n weakening of that taboo. Ore of the 1mst important

was the sucoessful evolution of European Political ooperaticon

(EPC) as a useful forum within the BC foi. foreign ministers to

discuss security issues. Additionally, vehement pLblic protest in

Europe over INF and NAO's nuclear strategy reflected a widespread

perception that European defense was being overpowered by Amrican
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interensts. TLtzdly, ±rqopcan ocen. abcut the less than equal

'two-way street' betwen and U.S. defense irxtustries, increasing

controls on the transfer of tedinology frau the U.S., and tighter

buagets within NA combined to push Dncean gverrmeits toward

common procurement. 2 Fourth, Europeans were becuaing skeptical

about American Soviet bilateralism in nuclear arms oitrol,

American SDI plans, and repeated calls for American troop

withdrawals. Finally, there was a growing need for a wider way to

show solidarity of European cooperation that was bogged down by

agricultural surpluses and budgetary arguments within the European

ccaimuity. 3

Riding on the momentum of the =,rement for greater

DErpeýnization of defense, an Italian-Gezman initiative known as

the Genscher-Colurmbo plan, authored by the foreign mindisters of

the two countries, was introduced to the EC in November of 1981.

7he plan attempted to strengthen the ccmmn European outlook

towards defense by enlarging the scope of the EPC to include all

majo "- dimensions of collective security. The initiative was

effectively disuntled, however, by the Solezn Declaration of

Stuttgart in June of 1983 due to the reluctance of same of the MC

countries, particularly Greece, Ireland, and Dermark, to deal with

defense issues within the framework of the EC. With the failure

of the Genscher-Columbo Plan it became evident that a forum other

than the EC would be necessary effectively to deal with defense.

issues within Europe.



21i rancx'-rGen~an Relationship Paves the way-.

MTiere is a broad cmsensus among political scienti.-ts as well

as, Weten, Politicians that tah b a- d c'jr of the. Diroeanizaticrk

of defense is the underst-ndin and acoeration between Ftrance ard

West Germany. 4  The munttwm fAor sz;-calla.¶ Eurqxsarizaticon Cculd

have been lost with the def eat of the Genschr-Coltnro Plan had it

rx~t been for the strong exanple of DkuTp~an d-fen...e cocjxeration

daminstrat-: by the Franco-Ge',iari defense initiative of Iq82. The

,uccess of their in-itiative, cambinea with increased pressure fcxin

the United States for Eurcpu to do Piore for her ow~n deferse,

(xA1virced both 1rance andl West Germany that the rjcz-tivation of

the WEUJ was in ordei and timely. For the Frend-h, the revival of

the WEU represented a way for Franr) to rr-ýain influencx- in

Dar,4)an defeise wit' kcit h~avjirq to rake a hI.nnilatii- return to

the NAM'Omlt oiganizatica-i. The rrevival of the WUJ wiis Pk;

rajor plan~k of Mitti-crard's Ekzapean policy alut~t 1.Lon tb.?

Fc.r West- Genray, a re-'ivt;,. WLV was a xtuans of getti-i j ridL

last of the pcct-l945 cuntrrols or' their arned I oruL-s (witi 'L

exception of~ the ba~n oi nuclear, biolcojica.1, axia dni~rcal weapons

utc the. Gt~xmars t' xroelves aqree to cxontitaxg, as wudl as a

mTeans for &9ciring i ueirli cumzr3ninw i to Eurcpean defense 5 i *

German sLTport for the- ftw-ichi proposad to reviýve !- e i* !t

D.ar~cpcx 1Ji-ion as a f,ý=un tcr L.uxqc-ai~ defense cpratirx, was

further justified bry d Sezldor German cffici~il as having the

advantage (f 112 Plus 5"1: that is, of prov~iding a wiiltilateral
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established patten of Frarnx-German leadership in the EC, the

propcy.zl for reactivating the WEIJ was first initiated after close

bilateral ommeensus of the two heavyweights of European defense

crxperation: France and West Germany. M'ie other rembers of the

WE - L,-itain, Italy, and the three Benelux ootries - then

decided to go _org.7

UIM 1Y-tanox,-eziman relatJmcWisiip may prove to be rmsponsible

for momr than just Ue W1 J'E revival. 7he strong bilateral

parLnermlip between France and West Gerimry, iow enlarged to

include close defense oocperation, wiDl i ihc.ly play a leMd'inj aid

initiative tA-Unq role in the WDE as it has in the EC.

The Peaativation lhiu,.,'-k1

After many months of p]&nn1ij, the official reactivation of

*the WEU took place oan Outder 1984, at the tieaty's 30th

aninive7-ary session. The beveii vieniaer naticws agreed upon a

cmmKn declarationi •dj•i states t1i WUl's tAriee basic nbjectivcs:

Sto strengthen peace, tW pixxmcte urity and the pngressive

integration of Westepn Euro-pe, aid to paiI!te chuer lin•s with
U1 i ..- X G.. .l -i. * 1 -,. ,a 4f., ,i Il

* with the FroLce3L a;f arms stausrdizationi ad disanrament a well

as crisisý IWyad NXJO's bounrdaries.8

just as injart.:'& es tbv pled•g•e toward greater European

d efeuse coc• atirUi wos tlkt rem.•x iJij Wat the org-unizatiun to mIa>

it more efficient in Larryihq out Uwx-e goals. At this same

eeing, a cximidi iawit was made to uxpgrde the W1J to include

* daftese airl formigu uinxistei wtb v tlAd meet at least two tires a
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year, ard more if deemed necessaxy by extraordinary cirozmtarxs.

e• length of the Presidency of the WaJ was to be c Tiged to an

annual rotation basis, and the structures of the Permue•_t Council1

ard of the Secretariat-General was to be rehauled to irae

efficient]. Lastly, inprovements in the consultation procdures_0
between the WEU's Council awd Assembly were called for. 9

Following the October meeting, the upbeat feeling and

hopefulness for the future effectiveress of the WEU, was summe1 up

in the remarks offered by the German foleign minister. Genscher

praised the agreement on "intensive and in-depth cocperaticn

between the c-Even, x•er states in security and defense" and said

that the revival of the WEJ would bring a "new and inportant

dimrension to the process of European unification.'' 1 0

* Th. 1 Pur2pose of Reactivdtin_ tU&e WELJ

The reactivation of the WIJ ýy the seven original nexmer

natia . Ln 1984 (now nine, includling Spain aid Portugal) was

* designed to auxus the following c:rns:

- To revive and make effective the sole European jiistitution
which has explicit i ow -nsibilities in s, YcuL ity and defense
matt4rs, a-d which :- s I ily entitlc I to deal with almost any
defense "issue.

- To allci for a foizL iutside of DC muzber•khp which would
allow free discussions -mna or issues of European Foreign and
security policy without t* inta-evention or impasses created by
th-•.; nY'r e.-s (A tye D- wino v; litte part in fecurity issum,

S-. Ib provide a basis foi i•xrnGez" YXpe-n pillar within

NWIO o,,h Would ULkIrt.s sprQ EuRnez•an defenme eoncerrs yet
still b'. s4o•rt~ive of NAM) b Chole.

- R)b fzna.x. o urian de f. -I1try coqxeraticri aai
co-r.Lination in tl. %aki ng of , &.. cu vitering the

int:, Uance in a.s - fL i .S., ,bg. -e as
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overcoming protection of defense industries by European
gove mnnts resultin in high costs, redndancy, and inorpatible
arms and¶ equipmenlt.

- To allow for the lifting of the 30-year-old restrictions on
wet German cxnventicral armament to include lcng-range missiles
and strategic bombers (West Germany wanted to and does remain
bound to r~mrossessicn of atomic, biological, and dcx-icalw~apns) .

- To increase the cammitment of the European allies to
European defense.

The strexq~thenr of European defense cooperation is, in

general, an attempt to adjust the Atlantic alliance to the changes

that have taken place Ju the balance between the United States and

Western Europe. 1 1  It would therefore seem that the reactivation

of the WEU represents a logical step towards greater European

defense coordination. There are those, however, who do not agree,

and see the WEJ as causing as many problems as it is intended to

solve.

One of the revised WEJ's stated objectives has been to

promote closer links and avoid duplication of effort with other

Euroean security related organizations, such as NATO's IEPG and

the EOC. The problem is that avoiding overlap and duplication

among the different organizations is much easier said than done.

so far, the WEU has not been very successful in this area which

has led to friction betwn the different security related grmps.

There are other concerns as well. Critics of the WEU's revival

are particularly fearful that the new "European pillar•' within

NATO will adversely affect the Alliance.
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A Euroean Pillar within NATO

Active bilateral discassiion on politico-military issues has

taken place in various degrees between most European NATO Menbers,

bWt there has been a growing nee" for a European forum in which

foreign ard defense ministers could come together to discuss

security and defense concerns without the dominati.g presence of

the United States. 12 The WWJ falls easily into the role of

providintj a strong foundation for a Bmrcean pillar within NATO.

It is not clear, however, as to whether or not a Eurcpean pillar

within NATO will strengthen or weaken the Alliance.

An early msuporter of the concept of a E&ropean pillar within

NATO was the late Franz-Josef Strauss, the German Defense minister

frum 1957 to 1962, and noted politician in subsequent years. As

early as 1960, in a speech to the WED AseaiLy in May, he declared

that the Atlantic alliance:

must be based on two pillars. It must have two
functioning reliable croronents, the North American
Coaponent and the West European ccmlet. . . It is
not only a question of the division of military
tasks; it is primarily a question of political
insight, that of the recognition of reciprocal
dependence. 1 3

Critics of a European pillar within NATO disagree with

Strauss and sight nrous reasons why the European effort will

weaken NATO. One of the biggest fears is that the European

contirnent of NATO, in the form of the WEJ, would meet txgether to

solidify a "Eur ian" solution or approach to a given defense

prnblem and then offer it to "NATO as a take it or leave it

p t1..r 1 4 _olnly. it is arqued tniat the WEU initiative
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will turn cut to be exclusive rather than inclusive. '1iis would

have the disadvantage of broadening the already existiu; gap

between larger and smaller countries and aggravating 'free rider'

texcdxxdes of smaller countries as well as reducing their

OctribUtion to NAI defense efforts. 1 5 2je inclusion of Spain

and Portugal into WEUJ in 1988, however, has donxe mx to negate

this argurnt.

A still larger problem posed by a European pillar within NAIO

is the feared impact it might have on Aerican resolve to remain

cmitted to Europe. The very thoiuht of promoting arms

collaboration outside of NATO is perceived by some as anti-

American. The sicnals cominxg from the U.S. do not help the

Europeans' feelings of anxiety. On the one hard, the Dq _rbfnt

of State espouses a policy of support for the WFU and any larger

Bircpan role in defense so long as it is within NA10, yet on ihe

other hand, some State Department officials have made known that

they see no need for the revitalization of the WEJ and feel that

cooperation in armaents zan best be handled by Eur.grcup 1 6

The fears that NAMf might not survive an increased I)nvpean
leadership role prcrpted one official to cumment:

If NAMO cannot withstand further European
cooperation, if the American cxmnitment to Europe
is so fragile, then surely Europeans should be
cooperating as fast and as hard as possible so as
to be able to stand alone against the Warsaw Pact
when the day inevitably arrives that the delicate
American comzntmitent to Europe is destroyed by a
disturbance in some other part of the World.1 7

T-e European governments involved in the reactivation of the

Wai have gone to great lengths to assure other allies that the WEJ
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is aiL will continue to be supportive of NATO. In a "platform"

p ýI the original seven nember nations in Octcbor of 1987,

the ccmr pirpose of the WEU was again underlined: to strenthen

the West DEzzc-tan defense oontributicn within the Alliance as well

as strengthen Euruan influence in security affairs. Me British

Foreign Secretary', Sir Geoffrey Holwe, stressed in his March 1987

speech in Bnvssels that the Alliance was to remain the only

4ecii*cxrakirng foram aed that tik: WEU woruld be a mind-clearing

forum Where Eurqpeijfn w•ld develcp more coherent, better input to

NA¶IO. 18

Ibe FrayDo-Gernan partnertsIp has also done its part to

relieve anxieties about the intentiuis of the new European pillar

within NATO. The relationship between France and West Germany,

the cornerstone of the Atlantic Alliance sirire Ars creation in

1949, has long espoused as major objectives the c=rtinumer

contribution of U.S. foroes to Europe and the 6uppczt of NATO.

Shortly before the reactivation of the WEU in 1984, the German

Defense Minister, Manfred Wbrner, appeared in Washirgtn to

reassure Anericans that Frunco-German cooperation including the

prvIsed revitalization of the WIJ was totally within the Federal

Republic's cuamJtrent to NATD. More recently, Lothar Riehl, State

Secretary in the Minibtry of Defense of the FTG and author of

nme*cus articles on Fraretr-<-.vzan military acper-ation,

e!Vhasized the commin purpose of France and West Germany as being

one of "providing a firm ard-oracg for a stronger Bircean

ontriJtiofn to the Alliance annd or toe otinue.d prvseaui of
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U.S. forces in WesterT Mrcpe."119 nie Frar:-Ce, ý partnership,

the motor for European unity, has sent a strong signal that the

WEU will reain suportive of the Alliance. The reassurarne of

the French and Germans, as well as other allies, of the WFU's

supportive stance within the Alliance should go a long way towards

relieving anxieties of those who are skeptical of the WEJ.

Adiitionaliy, the track record of the new WEU, since its

reactivation in 1984, has produced little proof of any disruptive

inpact on NAM.

The WEi's contributing efforts to European defense

cooperation are still far fron problem-free. Even if worries

about the inpact of the WEJ as a Eurcpean pillar within NAM0

eventually fade, other sore points persist. Problem stil1 exist

in trying to coordinate the WW--'s efforts with oher ..... . .o,

with similar agendas, such as NATO's Eurogroup (organiz, witi'i

NATO for the coordination of anrs procurem•nt) and the IkLp-ident

European Progranme Group (IEFG, formed outside of NATO as a

similar organization that France could join and which has

effectively superseded Eurocgrrup) 20 Tensions between the WEU and

the EPC also continue despite recognition an the part of WEJ

officials of the need for closer ommunication between the two

organizat icr-. The inh.e.i"t difference between the EPC's

will u ess tc deal with secuxity issues and the WEJ's open-erded

interest in defense and seurity matters make a cmpatible

relationship diificult. 2 1 Ine WEXJ, in same respects, seem only

t-- zti t-- t-he Prnliferation of overlamrina inst ituticris that has
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been characteristic of post-wai- Europe. The WWJ may fall by tUe

wayside as have other European institutions after the initial

excitement has subxided.

7here is also another possibility for the WEl. Along with

the partial overlap and competition cmog nu=erurs organizations

and institutions of post-war Europe, there has been a pattern of

the rise of more effective units and the decline of wealr ones. 2 2

Perhaps the more succsful the WEJ becomes, the more likely it

will displace the EPC as the major fonrm for Dirzpan defense and

security discussions. The WDJ has the strong advantage of being

the. only Euiroean institution devoted solely to dealing with

defense issues. The WEa's role as a pillar within NAM

additiorally has the potential of increasing public support for

defense initiatives within the Atlantic Alliance, a&. decisios may

now be seen as other than American dominated. Uhatever success is

achieved by the WEJ, the progress will probably be incremanta.L.

In an inrr •_ntal approach to European defense cooperation

within the confines of the WEl, it is also likely that the Franco-

ren •elationship will play a leading role. After all, the

copation of France and Germany has, for many years, been

essential i n order to achieve the goals of any undertaking in

Euope. Their joint interest in the WEU ray be the best guarantee

o%• xl project's suc .s23

The purpose of tids cikater was to show how the FrarK-German

relaticnship impacts upon the security of Western Europe through

tlie Western Earopean Union. To lcxlish this, I firut discussel
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the iuportance of the relaticxiship in serving as an exaxnpie of

European defense coeration and in keeping alive the drive for a

greater European identity in defense matters.

I explained why, because of rising east-west tensions and

other security cnerns, the push for a European identity in

defense grew to -A head. in 1984. This push, ocmbined wi!th the

successful exniple of defense cooperation between the French and

West Germans, and the unwillingness of the BC to accept gre~ter

responsibility in defense matters, made the timing right in 1984

for the revival of the Western European Union.

I have discussed the motivations behind the decision by the

French and Germans to use the strength of their bilateral

relationship as a core of consensus for the revival proposal. The

French were largely motivated by the prospect that the WWU would

help them regain influenc in European defense, while the West

Germins primarily saw the WEX as a reans to secre French

coummitment to European defense.

The WEJ proposal was presented to include the major reasons

of the original seven mmbers for its revival. I then discussed

the arguments for and against the WWV as a basis for a Liropean

pillar within NATO. Those who feel that a European core withLn

AMO would weaken the Alliance fear that the WEU will be used as a

decision making forum, after which solutions will be offered to

the Alliance as take it or leave it propositions. Mhcse who feel

that the WEU ouuld strengthen NATO see the WEU as a valuable forum

for Europew i to L-.. .La -
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int.imidatirl preence of the United States. They also point to

the repeated reassuranc by both leaders of the Fxarxo-Genanr
0

parttrxthip that the Eurxpean pillar within NAM is, and will

continue to be, supportive of the Alliance.

In the final part of the cbapter I disoussed the like.y
0

effectiveness and possible role of the WEU in the fluture. I

clrruded that the WaI has yet to prove itself and may, like other

such grand Darcan designs, fizzle out after the original

excitement and enthusiasm has disappeared. If the revived WWU

does succeed, it will likely take time and be incremental as it is

hirered by its overlapping responsibilities with existing

institutions, particularly the EPC.
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ciiIm V

Current Changes In Eurtoxe

The year of 1989 will be remembered as the year of Europe. Within

the past year the wrld has witnessed the evolution of ecoxeic and

political reform within the Soviet Union which eventually led to a

loosening of Moscow's grip on the Soviet empire, paving the way for

sweeping democratic reform, led by the masses, throughout Eastern

Europe. But the year may even more precisely be remembered as the year

of Germany. It was the year in which the staunch outpost of communism,

East Germany, buckled under the pressure of the masses shouting for

demoracy, and the year in which West Germany, which sustained and

guided the flight of thousands of East Germans to the West, reached out

to affect the freedom of its fellow Gexman neighbors. C ianoellor

Kohl's government effectively brought the discussion of the unification

of the two Germanxes from theory to widespread acceptanoe as evidenoed

by the EC's formal endorsement of Bonn's unification goal at its

December 1989 summit. 1 The likely unification of East and West Germany

and other develcpments in Europe are bringing about the most dramatic

change in the balance of power in Eure slce the end of World War

11.2 These developments are bringing into question the postwar

alliance structure as well as the very nature of security in Europe.

he instiuticns of NAMO, the EC and thie WM3 are all likely to be

dramatically affected by the changes rnw taking place. Also likely to

be affected is the Franco-German relaticauhip as West GernywV begins to
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The purpose of this chapter of the thesis will be to analyze the

current changes in Europe as they affect European security and discuss

how the Fraxc-Genran relationship might meet the rn challenges ahead.

The analysis will begin, first, with a discussion of the unification

issue followed by a look at how each of the institutions of the EC,

MM4ao and WEU might be effected by Genran unification and other changes

in Europe. Having described he.: the new security picture in Europe is

developing, I will discuss how the Franco German partnership is

0 reacting to the changing European ervironment.

e democratic change sweeping throughot Eastern Europe will rn

doubt alter the nature of the alliances as we n ow them. The

Schanges will also pose new challenges to the European Cumunity and its

involvement in the developments taking place in Eastern Europe;

questions c onernirg membership, ecxnamic aid an trade must all be

answered. But these prcblems are not occurring at such a pace that

Western officials have not been able to react. As early as November,

when changes in Eastern Europe wre bappening at a dizzying pace, NATO

officials met to discuss the possibility of redefining NATO's role as a

more political one in the future.3 The. European Ommwnity reacted to

the. changes taking place by stressing, at the Deoember BC summit in

St rasbour, how important it was that the Community remain a point of

referero and influence at a time of profound and rapid change. 7he EC

leaders also used the occasion to announce their goals of deeper unity

0 and direct involvement in East Europan developwent. 4 In mid-january

1990 the EC foreign ministers met in Dublin and agreed to develop a

CCxnrersie LtTT!_. ity tw-!ic ry t•iýr Fatern 'Europe and to hack
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Mikhail Gorbachev's calls to convene an East-West summit of the 35-

nation CQiferer cn Security and oe•aticn (CSCE) in Europe as soon

as possible. 5

Although these steps by the officials of NATO and BC represent a

timely response to the events happening in Europe, they are only

preliminary steps in what will likely be a careful, incremental and

well coordinated plan of change in the stnrcture of the alliances and

in the way the EC does business with the East. A muxh more urgent

dcallenge for the leaders of NATO and the EC, one whichT may not lend

itself to such a coordinated approach, is the looming inevitability of

the unification of East and West Germany. This change, more so than

the other changes occurring in Europe, poses the most urgent threat to

the econic and military security of Europe.

• The Unification Issue

Divided as a consequenre of the Cold War, East and West Getrmns

are now finding that the melting of the Cold War provides them with

the cpportunity to realize their long sought after goal of unifying

Germany. Unfortunately, what is a dream for the Germans may be a

nightnare for their reigoi-s. -he prt--pect of -7 nited Genianyr briqgs

with it renewed fedrs of an even more powerful exmnic and military

giant situated precariously in the middle of Europe. It also promises

to be a major step in the formation of a new European structure.

*he unification of the Germanies should be no great problem for

the allies who, since the end of the WWII, continua' 1y espoused their

support for the eventual bringing together of the tu Germanies. But

perhaps that was because the possibility of it actually hapening was
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so rete. Now that unification is just around the corner, the allies

are feeling a bit anxicus. Tey are anm iCus about the potential

unbridled power of a new Germany - the eroTmic and military pwr that

may not be harnessed as West Germany's was through its early

association with NATO and the EC. But perhaps e'ren more, the allies

fear the sense of purpose and irdependent action being demnstrated by

the two Germanies.

At a time when Europe is developing so quickly, without the

influence of the superpowers that has been so prevalent in the past, it

seems that the Germanies are not only best poised to play a major role

between East and West, but that they are the only ones with a definite

plan. The Germans are taking dcarge and steering the course of events

in Europe and it is precisely that point which is frightening for other

Europeans.

West Germany has, cr more than one occasion over the past

critical several months, shown its ability and willingness to use it,

economic stiength to adtieve its political aims in DErope,

particularly the goal of unification with East Germany. 6 West Germany

was directly responsible for Hungary's decision in August of 1989 to

reopen its frontier with Austria on a permanent basis to allow East

Germans to cross to the West. The decision breached Warsaw Pact

solidarity and put a hole in the iron curtain. Following the

arwxmrent of the decision, the leaders of Hungary and West Germany

discussed the subject of aid to Hungary and Budapest's bid for

associate membership to the EC. At the end of November, the German's
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HuRngarians and pruaised to support Hugrary's bid for associate

mm hp t tthe BC. 7he Iurgarians, in turn, spoke favorably of

German unification. 7

In late Noveer 1989 Chanxellor Kdl shocked his allies as well

as fellow members of government by annoning his ten-point plan to

create a ocrnfederation of the two Germanies. MIhe plan, predicated on

the multiparty elections in East Germany, outlines the development of

xmrnon political and economic institutions as part of a series of

crnfederative structures eventually leading to a unification of some

type be.tween the_ two Germanies. 8 Ohe plan caught the world by surprise

because it was made with no prior consultation with the other allies,

seemingly emforcing Kchl's prior statements that the unification of the

Germanies is the right and the decision of the two Germanies.

YcAhl' precondition for his plan was met -when, on 18 March, Fast

Germany held its first free elections. -he conservative coalition won

the election under the promise of its leader, Lothar de Maziere, for

western prosperity through quick unification. On 12 April, the new

parliament embraced de Maziere as its prime minister, effectively

setting up a transitional govermnt whose primary goal will be to

negotiate the terms of creating a single Germany. The coalition hasS
already agreed that a imited Germany should rmnin a merber of NATO and

that East Germany should merge its currency with West Germany. 9 The

two Germanies are working cut the details in the difficult issue of
0I

merging their currencies but are planning to do so as early as July 2,

1990.

Ihe issue of the unification of Germany is well on its way to

9

Q9



beomini a reality and a sooner reality than many had thought or ho

it would be. As the Western allies pander, the Germanies seem to

cknow where they are going and are coneuently running the show. Me

procs of unifying the two Germanies and the other rapidly occurring

changes taking place in Europe are creating strains in the Alliance andi

Caminity and pose significant complicaticns for the institutions of

the EC, NMMo and WRJ.

'Ihe EuroeanC an the Changes in Europe

One way to control a unified Germany is to have a unified Europe.

The EC's "Europe 1992" project is designed as a major step in achieving

thal uuty but is threatened by the changes occurring in Eurpe. In

respons. to the complications which these events may pose for the EC,

the leaders of We-stern Eurcpe, as well as the United States, have been

adamant in expressing their belief that the EC reeds to reain a stable

point of referenoe at a time of whirlwind change in Europe. In a

December 1989 sun=nit meeting, the twelve BC leaders declared that "at a

time of profou4n arr4 rapid change, the Community is and must remain a

poirt of reference and influence. It remains the cornerstone of a new

ID1rcean architecture and, in its will to openness, mooring for a

fuature Eurc•ean equg.librium.'' 1 0

'Me EC has the opportunity to play a key role in the development,

of vrentq in Eastern Europe. The Eastern countries are now in need of

a fornm outside of he Warsaw Pact in which to conduct a joint

analysis of what is happening in Eurcpe and to try and cime up with a

coordinated way of alleviating Soviet security fears. Mse BC could

help by opening up a dialogue with the six Eastern countries. The BC

96



dialogue could be used to discuss future mmdership in the EC as well

as German unification. Such a dialogue oould head off the potential

problem of a quasi-colonial relationship forming between the ricd

Western nations and the cheap labor nations of the East. Ii It will not

be long before one of the countries of Eastern Europe applies for

membership to the EC. How that mmbership is accepted, however, has a

lot to do with how the EC handles the tunification issue and the

mezabership of Eastern Europe to the Eurpean C munity.

West Germany has always been an integral member of the EC and all

indications are that a unified Germany will likewise continue to be a

member of the EC. The problem is how, and in what form, that

mmbership will com about. Helmut Kchl has already suggested, back in

November of 1989, that East Germany be granted associate status.12

Now, as German unity looks near, things are beoming more ccmplicated

and the balance of power in the EC is threatened. It is unlikely that

the EC will allow a unified Germany additional votes in the Council of

Ministers or a third commissioner in Brussels, as that would give one

nation more power than the others. Such is not the case in the

European Parliament where Kohl has demnded more seats to represent a

unified Germany. 1 3

One must also consider the issue of how the other countries will

react to the additional burden that a unified GeC aniy will bring to the

EC. East Germany will bring with it substantial agricultural

difficulties, antiquated industry and a big need for irrvestment

capital. France and Britain may use the occasion to insist on the

entrarxe of oiw•61 i• •well.
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Despite the possibility of East Germany slowing the EC and its

goal of Erope 1992, all the leaders of the EC son to be caumitted to

making Europe 1992 wrk. Rather than slow the prospects for further

integration in Western ope, the changes are having the opposite

effect. The possibility that other Eastern countries will soon be

knocking on the EC's door has prcupted BC leaCers and the EC

Oummissioner Jacques Delors to push for a speeding up of the economic

and uwvetary union. West Germany consequently finds itself in the

difficult position of trying to assure the Cmrunity that it will aid

the speeding up of work on the proposed economic and monetary union,

while realizing that by doing so the econroic recovery of East Germany

will be slowed since investment capital fron West Gernmany, so

enonmously needed in East Germany, may not be as readily available. 1 4

The cmitment from the leaders of the EC to see bxmpe 1992 tW

ccmpleticn seems to be well intact, despite the political and &crciic

changes now taking place in Rnmpe. I believe that Europe 1992 will

happen because it has to happen in the eyes of European leaders. Only

Euroe 1992 has the ecornmic and political potential to fill the power

vacuum left by the retreating superpowers. It is paramamt that the EC

remain the stable point of reference around which an emerging Eroe

can be built by Europeans themselves. The EC will figure out same way

to absorb East Germany, but further enlargemnt of the EC is not likely

to ooc~ur as EC members will push for deeper integration before allowing

the EC policy process to become any more cmplicated.

But what of the future role of the EC in the security of Europe?

iA-"=- zr-- +t because of the institutiaa4l
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reform taking place in the BC, "it will be impossible from now on to

separate the Ccmnmity's ecoxnic role fron its political one.''15 It

follows that since there is often a fine line betwn politics and

security, as evidenced by the increased defense role given to the

European Political OCuxdnity (EPC) by the 1987 Single Daropean Act, the

BC will not be able to avoid same involvement with issues of security.

The BC has, however, a long history of avoiding direct involvement in

issues of security (the failure of the Gensdwx-Coluabo Plan is a good

exaxle) and will likely leave those issus to NATO or another defense

related institution if at all possible. The problem with this approach

is that NAO is having difficulties of its own. If NATO does not

survive the chianges taking place in Europe, the EC may win the

responsibility of dealing with defense by default.

NAM and the 9barmes Taking Place in Eurze

Of all the institutions of Europe, NATO is the most likely to

have the most to do with the emerging European security picture, at

least for the next few years. NAO has, for too long, served as the

political and militairy forum for dealing with issues of defense to be

dis•carded with quickly. it is precisely its military-political nature

that makes it more suitable than the EC for dealing with the delicate

issues that changes in Europe are raising. NAMT also represents a

needed symbol of security in a time of many unknowns and fast-paced

change.

The democratic reforms sweeping Easterni Europe have spelled

trouble for the Warsaw Pact which was once known for its solidarity.

Soviet forces are being asked to leave same countries, other countries
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are pushing to break from the Warsaw Pact. In the Soviet Union itself,

there are problems within the armed forces as scve of the smaller

republics which, like Estcnia who has voted an end to military

service, refuse to oocperate militarily. MI1e credibility of the Warsaw

Pact, and its ability to launch a s xcssful attack against the West,

has c into considerable doubt. A recent assessment of the Warsaw

threat by NATO reveals that the weakening of the resolve to fight of

the Soviet satellite countries comprising the Warsaw Pact has led

experts to conclude that NAO can repel a Warsaw attack and do it

without the use of short-range nuclear missiles. All these facts also

lead to the conclusion that the North Atlantic Treaty Alliance, founded

amid the fear of cold war escalation, is finding itself with no cold

war and no threat from the East.

7he fast paced change in Dirtrei and its i~plications on security
0

have NAIO officials scurrying to decide how the organization might best

meet the needs cf the future. Perhaps the most couplicating problem

for NATO is the reunification of Germany. The Soviets have little

choice but to accept the realities of losing East Gpxmany, but they are

still not ready to accept its incorporation into NATO. If a unified

Germany would remain neutral, as the Soviets propose, it would mean an

end to NATO and probably U.S. presence in Europe. Yet this option

would create an unbridled powerhouse in the middle of Europe. 16

Everyone else in Europe strongly supports a unified Germany

becomng a member of NATO. President Dish, at a NATO summit in

December of 1989, went so far as to stipulate the membership of

Germany in NATO as one of the four major corditicns for support of
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German unificaticn. 1 7 TIhe problen, of course, is how to make that

happen and how to make it happen in such a way that the Soviets,

already feeling their uecurity in serious jeopardy, will not feel

threatened.

One proposal, designed to appease both sides of the security

issue, has been offered by the West German Foreign Minister.

Gensdher's plan calls for a reunified Germany to be a member of NATO

but that no NATO troops would be stationed on what is now East German

territory. Genscher has also proosed that Soviet troops be allowed to

remain in the East, albeit in lesser numters, to facilitate joint

exercises, exdares, and other confidence building measures so that

German soil would be a place of East-West reconciliation not

confrantation. 1 8 Genscher's plan is one of the best that has been

proposed, but poses formidable complications and leaves open some big

questions. Would the Bundeswehr forces stationed in the GCR be under

national or NATO oammand? Would the GUR army remain separate, and if

not, who would have ultimate oummand responsibility? Will what was

East Germany be a demilitarized zone, and if so, will soldiers be

conscripted from that part of the country? While the Genscher plan

prumises to be less than simple to i-pl-tent, it does have the

advantage of suggesting a new and stronger political mission for NAMO,

a position which the United States strongly supports. 1 9 Mikhail

Gorbachev, at the DecmTber 1989 Malta summnit of the two sterp r,

suggested that the alliances be "transforved" rather than "dismantled"

and that they maintain significant long-term roles in managing the

political and economic change sweeping Europe. 2 0 Shortly after the
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Malta summit, U.S. Secretary of State James A. Baker 3d cutlined a plan

for the restrcturing of NAM0. Under the plan, NATO woild be

transformed from a primarily military organization to a political

alliance. Mr. Baker also suggested new missions for the Alliance to

include the establishment of an arms control staff, more involvement in

tzying to solve regional conflicts, and the assumption of more

political and econcmic responsibilities. Although same diplcmats see

difficulty in putting the plan's ideas to use, it has been generally

well received by Eu=cpean leaders, the majority of whcm still desire a

U.S. presence in an unstable Eurcpe. 2 1

The leaders of NATO seem to support the transformation of NATO to

more of a political group rather than a militazy alliance, (much as was

the case with NATO prior to the outbreak of the Korean war). The

difficulty will be for a transformed alliance to carve out areas of

responsibility in politics and economics in an emerging new Eurxpean

order in which the EC, as bolstered by the Europe 1992 project, will

continue to play a larger and larger role in the politics and economics

of Europe. To complicate things for any new NAO structure is the

recent push, particularly frmn Moscow, for the renewed use of the

Mnferet-ce orn Siurity and Cooperation in Europe (CSCE) as a forum for

discussing political, econamic, security and cultural matters. One

suggestion for NAMO's approach to the renewed activity of the CSCE is

to use NAMO for coordination by nember countries prior to CSCE

cnfer s.

It is my opinion that NATO will continue to play an important

role, at. least in the near future and especially during the transition
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Europe is now undergoing. 7he political, ecomxc and security

situation in Europe is still too unstable to do away with the9
organization which has siossfully kept Europe free of war for more

than forty years. In addition, the crisis between Lithuania and the

Soviet government, which is developing currently, still has the

potential of cooling down what was a warming of relations between the

two .uepor

In the coming months NAMO will have an upi*ll battle trying to

carve a piece of the economic and political pie in Europe for which a

stronger and more confident EC and a newly invigorated CSCE will be

ccupeting. One of NATO's advantages is that it represents the

lingering presenoe of the United States and its nuclear security

umbrella in Europe. The disadvantage is the stigma that the U.S.

dominates the NAMO decision process. such dominanae ray prove to be

unpopular if not intolerable to a Western Europe which will be growing

in confidence and clout.

* The Western EupMa Union and the gkvaqes in Europe

The changes occurring in Fr~pe will also have an impact on the

Wester-n Eur%-•_an Unicin (WrX), but the nature of the inrstitution, as

* little more than a treaty relationship which oommits its members to

defend one another in time of war, does not lend itself to the

spotlight of attention in a rapidly evolving Europe. Said more

* succinctly, the WEU is the least of the worries of Western leaders who

are working overtime just trying to keep the more critical institutions

of the EC and NATO in dieck with the quickly changing European

1 environment.
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As NAM officials decide what stntural changes will occur

within the North Atlantic Treaty Organization, it is difficult to say

%tat role the WEU, as the Daroear pillar within NAdO, will play in the

decisions ahead. If the WEU works as planned, it could serve as an

inportant forum in which the Europeans can meet and discuss the

inportant issues and alternatives affecting European security, without

the heavy handed presence of the United States.

one scenario, in which the WEU may significantly contribute to the

searity of Europe, would have the WEXJ serve as a base for a wider

treaty organization among European countries in the event that NATO is

dissolved or drastically changed. This view presuposes that a limited

pull-out of American forces in Europe would not remain limited. With

the exit of the troops, of course, wctld go the reliability of U.S.

nuclear protection, thereby facilitating a decision on the part of the

Europeans to plan their own defense rather than rely on uncertain help

from the United States.22

I do not find this soenario as likely as the scenario in which the

WEU continues to play a role within an evolving NATO, albeit a more

politically flavored NAO. The WEJ should also continux to play an

important role in future "cut of NAM" defense matters. Additionally,

the major reasons for the 1984 revival of the WEU: failure of the EC to

adequately deal with security and defense matters and the need for more

of a European identity in defense, still remain valid.

2W Role of the anoGn Relationsh•p

Mie Franoo-Genran relationship, born cut of the need for

recociliation betwieen the peoples of France and Germany, has been
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nurtured by the two cuntries for mre than forty years to bear the

current fruits of a solid relationship marked by strcrq mitual

cooperaticn and trust, the extent of which is evidenced by the defense

cooeration between the two countries that is now comrmn place. The

recent events in Europe, however, especially the widely accepted

likelihood that East and West Germany will unite, has the potential to

destroy the strong bond between the two countries.

The current unification issue pruises to test the Fraro-Geman

relationship to its ultimate limit. For the French, the unification of

the two Germanies, particularly if Moscow gets its way and Germany

beccukes neutral, could become France's worst nightmare. West Germany

is France's largest trading partner. A neutral, undeked, and

uncooperative Germany, with its enormos eco-mic and military

potential, would pose a great threat to France's security. A unified

Germany could also threaten the existence of W.IO which the French have

been so determined to strenrthen over the past decade. There is also

fear among some Frerchnen that the Germans will become so powerful that

they will longer feel they need to pursue the close relaticonhip with

Ftance. The French will be relying on their special relatiohip with

West Germany to pill the two ountries thwgh the trying times ahead.

As for the West Germans, their unification efforts and new fotrd

role as one of the major forces driving the dhanges in Ewxoe has

raised old fears among many Europeans of a pcwerful and aggressive

Germany. In a difficult time when suspicion surruirds West Germany's

every move, they will be looking to France to see if they can truly

rely on their trierd when things beoime touh. The high e tLdUoIi
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of each governmnt, tKever, are seemingly being realized. The actions

of the two countries' governments and leaders over the past difficult

few months give every indication that the relationship is alive and

well and that it will continue to play a leading and stabilizing role

in the Europe to cae.

With respect to the EC, Kchl and Mitterrarnd made a joint

apearance before the European Parliament on November 22, 1989,

assuring the ommuity that they would not let the gale-force winds of

change sweeping across Europe blow them off course. They empiasized

the importance of the Community remaining a stable, solid core around

which the new Europe would be built and promised that the Ocmunity

led, as always by France and Germany, would remain committed to

ompleting Eurcpe 1992.23 Later, in Demcarer, as the unification issue

began to heat up, Mitterrand voiced his tacit support of a Kchl under

fire by repeatedly stating that he does not fear a unified Germany and

stating that the unity issue is "a German one." 2 4 Kohl use the

occasion of the mid-January 1990 EC sumit not only to erdorse Delors'

call for a rapid move by the EC toward full political union, a full-

fledged foreign policy, and deep institutional! reform, but to

additionally add that "France and Germany should also be the motor for

an even closer foreign policy cooperation of all EC states towanrs

Eastern Europe..g25 On the defense side of the house there was also a

show of unity. Almost as if in direct response to those who might

doubt tie solidarity of Franwo-German defense cooperation in a time of

turbulent change, the French and West German Governments, on November
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helicxyter called the Tiger. 2 6

In addition to these concrete displays proving that the Franco-0i
German relationship is alive and well in a Europe, despite the strain

of recent events, there are also more subtle, but just as important

ways in which the Franco-German relationship is shing its solidarity.0|
7he French and West Germans are no doubt stepping up their secret

coordination meetings between leaders and important governent leaders

which normally take place between ranco-G.rm.n sumnit meetings. This

enables them to advance each crucial step in the building of an

emerging new Europe with the advantage of a unified position and a

sharing of perspectives which is such an important part of the Franco-

German relationship. The French and Germans have seen to it that their

highly valued relationship has successfully survived the recent strain

caused by the dharcqes in Dirqte. By doirn so, they have increased

their own confidence, as well as the confidence of other nations, that

the Fr'-Gernan relationship will survive the challenges ahead and

contribute positively to the security of the Erope of the future.
0

In this chapter I have discussed the changes taking place in

Europe, particularly the unification process occurring between the two

Gernmanies. I have then analyzed the likely impact of those changes on
0

the institutions of the EC, NATO and the WWJ. In the final part of

this chapter I have looked at how the Franco-German relationship has

reacted to these changes. My conclusion is that the Fratco-German

relationship has held up well under the strain of recent events in

Frope which could have otherwise undermined the partnership. The

Frano-German relationship remains strong and shks every indication
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that it will continue to make a valuable contribution to the security

of Earope through its exanple and leadership in the institutions of the

EC, MO and WEL.

Om~clusion

* The Fr~o-Gexran partnership has mutually benefited both

countries. It has been of value. to the Frenc± in alleviating their

security cnerns over their potentially more militarily powerful

* neighbor, has served to keep Bonn tied to the West, and has been

inportant to Fr-ae econically, Their cumbined closely coordinated

action in the EC and defense matters has also given France a

* significant role in the leadership of Durope that might otherwise not

have been possible. For the West Germans, the partnership has allowed

their ccunt-ry to regain its status as an equal aowxg the Western Allies

* ~by enhancing its political legitimacy, it has helped to alleviate fears

of other European countries of an emexging econmic and military strong

Germany, and has allowed the West Germans to keep a strong foothold in

* the West as a necessary prereuisite for their overtures to the East,

particularly their goal of eventual unification of East and West

Germrany.

* Central to the relationship has been, and continues to be, their

mutual concern for security. Shortly after the war it served as a

point of contention and caused resentment. Today, their mutual

Sucocperation in defense is perhaps their greatest acdtevement. It

reinforces an important ingredient of their relationship: trust. After

all, what greater show of trust could there be between tw former

enemies than the integration of one another's armed forces.
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Their relationship has also benefited Europe. Folluwing World War

II, the nations of Europe realized that the rec niliaticn of two of

Europe's most bitter enemies was essential to lasting peace in Eurcpe.

To that end, the designers of early European integration efforts made

sure to include Franco-German rappr=o nt as a central them.

Franco-Gernan relations were a catalyst for the creation of the ECSC,

WEJ, and NMMO.

The Frwxo-German treaty of 1963 began a close bilateral

relationship that later blossomed into the dynamo of the European

Ommanity. Within the confines of the BC, the Frarwo-German

relationship began to play a leading role in the security of Western

Europe. As the EC involvement in issues of security grew, first by

embracing political security concerns through the EPC and later by

becoming involved in defense matters as a result of the Single Eurcpean

Act, so, too, did the influence and role of the Franro-German

relationship.

By 1982, the Frendc and Germans had developed enough confidence in

their relationship to tackle the previously taboo subject of defense

cooperation. Their 1982 defense initiative marked a significant step

in the evolution of their relationship of trust and mutual cooperation.

The subsequent defense initiatives now serve as positive contributors

to the effectiveness of NAM0 and the security of Western Europe. The

French FAR reinforces France's oomitment ard ability to perform its

NAMO mission, Framx-German joint manuevers allow the French to becut

acquainted with NATO procedures, and the Franco-German joint brigade

serves as a model for rurther European defense integration.
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7he a 7A of Farco-German defense cooperation paved the way for

the revival of the WEJ in 1984. M-ie WEU has the potential to be the

basis for a European pillar within NAmO which could amtribute to the

Allianre by serving as a formu in which DEropean's can discuss strictly

European semarity coterns. It could also increase European support

for NAM decisions which are often criticized by the public as being

overPcwered by American -conerns. The leadership role of the Franco-

German relationship in the WEJ also contributes to the partnership's

influence on Western European security.

The Franc-German relationship has scoeeded in working throh

the institutions of the EC, NATO, and WEJ to make a favorable and

significant impact upon the security of Western Europe. TLhe-

relationship has also proven its solidarity in face of the most recent

changes in Europe. The two countries have played an inportant part in

stabilizing the political, economic, and military situation in Europe

by standing together firmly to support the EC and its plans for 1992,

as well as to support the continued role of NATO in Europe.

The Franoo-erman relationship was born out of the need for

reconciliation between the two neighbors whose mutual hatred was

largely resporsible for the past three wars in Europe. Today, the

rancD-Gernan relationship, built on trust, mutual understanding, and

cooperation, serves as a unifying and stabilizing, rather than

destructive foroe. Crucial to their relationship has been the idea of0i

trust, most significantly embodied in the defense oocperation the two

former erimies share. In the years ahead, political and economic

mteII0aatkre to tb-7-srten the relaticrshio. but the
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parammcnt need for recxwciliation ard tmvst between these two nations

will keep the Franro-German partnership strong and viable. It mist,

for upon its survival hangs the survival of the two peoples ard of

Europe.
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